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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LincoLn’s InN Fretps, Leonpon, W.C. 
id policies in free of 
eared iets ree case tel * re 
SPECIMEN BONUSES 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and IT. 


























NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Age 
at Entry. l 
Five. Ten, | Twentv, Thirty. Forty 
} 
| 
£ 8 | £ 8. | £ 8. £ 8. £ 8 
20 103 0 | 191 10 | 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 0 
30 1120 | 2110 | 46410 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 } 232 0 | 525 10 *939 10 *1,343 10 
50 147 0 | 276 10 *626 10 91,186 0 =| ss eeovee 
60 197 10 372 0 | i rr 

















ExaMPr1zE.—A Policy for £1, 000, , effected 30 ponccne les a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 
In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would 
sufficient to extinguish all futur 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 


AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £ 1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID- UP, £250, 000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 

Sara ie 


SAMPSON 8, LLOYD, Ee 
Sir HENRY C CARTWRIGHT. 
LLIAM KAYE, = 


BENRY A, BGREIG E WI 
’ “HENRY J, NORMAN, Eeq. 


Bankers—Messrs. MARTIN & OO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres—486, PIEDAD. 
Deposits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 
to be ascertained on application 
The present rates are 44 per ‘cent, for one year, 5 per cent, for two or three 


~~, Letters of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. 

Bole per Regeble in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 
for co 

The Bank will effect Purchases and Sales of Stocks, Shares, Coupons, and 
other securities, and also collects Dividends, and undertakes every description 


f Banking business. 
sin ae EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager, 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 






SECURE. 








TOTAL ASSETS, £2,271,587. 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, ThejLord Chancellor 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr, Justice KEKEWIOCH. 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.(., D.O.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


e premiums, and the Policy-holders would still | ~ 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, FEBRUARY 22, 1890, % 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s unpEkstoop that the Land Transfer Bill will be spcedily 
introduced in the House of Lords; and we believe that a confer- 
ence has already been convened of ‘the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society with the representatives of the provincial law 
societies for Friday, the 7th of March, to consider the measures 
to be taken with regard to the Bill, which it may, of course, now 
be assumed will contain the compulsory clauses. We need hardly 
urge the importance of every law society being represented at this 
meeting: no engagements should be allowed to stand in the way of 
attendance by the appointed delegates. It is essential that action by 
the profession should be united, conducted on uniform lines, and 
spread over the whole kingdom, and there are certain matters 
which cannot be fully or properly explained otherwise than by 
personal conference. We can assure our readers that the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society, appreciating the vital import- 
ance to the profession of the qu uestion at issue, are prepared to put 
forth their most strenuous efforts in the coming struggle, and it 
remains for the great body of the profession to determine that 
nothing shall be wanting on their part to carry the contest to a 
successful issue. 





By way of making a short break in the present protracted 
sittings, the judges of the Court of Appeal No. 2 have not sat on 
the three last days of the present week. They propose to resume 
work on Monday, and as the remaining appeals are few in number, 
and are from decisions recently pronounced, this interval affords 
time to appellants to complete their preparations for the hearing. 





A rransreR of a hundred actions will shortly be made to Mr. 
Justice Kexewicu for the purpose only of trial or hearing. Forty 
of these actions will be taken from the Jist of Mr. Justice Currry, 
thirty from that of Mr. Justice Noxrn, and thirty from that of Mr. 
Justice Srretive. A list is set up in the cause clerks’ room in the 
Royal Courts of Justice, from which these actions will be taken, 
and will remain open until Monday, the 3rd of March, in order to 
afford the parties concerned an opportunity of objecting. 





Mr. Justice Fretp’s retirement will, in spite of his physical 
infirmity, be a serious loss to the High Court bench. Asa 
‘‘ practice judge’? he was probably without a rival in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and he brought to his work an acuteness of intel- 
lect and rapidity of apprehension seldom s . It will be 
well if his successor comes any way near to the intellectual stan- 
dard of the retiring judge, though he may mo doubt surpass him 
in evenness of temper. 





Mr. Ratpnx Disrarti, who has just resigned the post of clerk 





assistant in the House of Lords, was formerly a registrar of the 
17 
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Court of Chancery. In October, 1841, he was appointed to a 
clerkship in the registrar’s office, and succeeded to the post of 
registrar in January, 1856. In April, 1875, Mr. Disraztr was 
appointed to the position he has recently vacated, so that he is able 
to count close upon half a century of public service. 





Tux case of Hodgson v. Bell,in which the Divisional Court were 
divided in opinion upon the question whether an action of contract 
pending in the High Court, in which the sum originally claimed 
has been reduced below £100 by a payment made after action 
brought, can be remitted to the county court, under section 65 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, came before the Court of Appeal on 
Tuesday last. It will be remembered that, while Mr. Justice 
Denman considered that there was power to remit under such cir- 
cumstances, the contrary view was maintained by Mr. Justice 
Witts. The Court of Appeal (Lord Cotermes, 0.J., Lord Esuer, 
M.R., and Fry, LJ.) have now (as reported elsewhere) unani- 
mously adopted the latter view, and have held that the payment 
contemplated by section 65 must be made before action; thus 
adopting the construction put upon the corresponding provision 
(section 7) of the County Courts Act, 1867, in Osborne v. Hom- 
burg (24 W. R. 161, 1 Ex. D. 48), and Foster v. Usherwood (26 
W. R. 1, 3 Ex. D. 1). We may point out that the decision of 
the Court of Appeal is in accordance with the opinion that we have 
always expressed in these columns (ante, pp. 151, 190). 





Ir wovtp appear, from a letter we print elsewhere, that the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, acting under the direction of 
the Board of Trade, has determined to put a stop to the device, 
originated, we believe, by Mr. Patmer, for the conversion of 
partnerships into private companies. The plan, which will 
be familiar to many of our readers, is for the partners to 
execute a deed constituting themselves an unincorporated com- 
pany, into the joint stock of which they agree to bring all 
the assets of the partnership business. A sufficient number of 
shares in the unincorporated company are transferred to bring 
the number of shareholders up to seven, and then the company 
is registered as a company limited by shares, under Part 7 


‘of the Companies Act, 1862; section 180 of which authorizes 


the registration of ‘‘ any company hereafter formed in pur- 
suance of any Act of Parliament other than this Act, or of 
letters patent, or being a company engaged in working mines 
within and subject to the jurisdiction of the Stannaries, or 
being otherwise duly constituted by law.” These last words 
constitute the main ground on which the practice above 
referred to has been based. Mr. Patmen’s contention is, that 
at common law a joint-stock company can be duly constituted 
by deed. As to this, we believe that no decision can be 
found that a joint-stock company, with transferable shares, 
and not incorporated by charter or Act of Parliament, is illegal at 
common law, though there are old dicta tending in that direction. 
Whether it follows that such a company is ‘‘duly constituted by 
law” within the words of section 180, following other words 
describing companies formed under Acts or letters patent, is 
snother question; but it is to be observed that the cost-book 
mining companies subject to the jurisdiction of the Stannaries, 
which are among the companies previously referred to, are mere 
partnerships formed by agreement, though subject to special customs. 
The next question is whether an unincorporated joint-stock com- 
pany is rendered illegal by statute. The Companies Act, 1862 
(section 4) appears only to prohibit the formation of unregistered 
companies when the number of members exceeds twenty ; and, as 
already pointed out, Part 7 of the Act, according to Mr. Patwer’s 
construction, allows the registration of companies consisting of 
more than seven and less than twenty members, constituted by 
deed since the Act. So far, the balance of probability would 
appear to be in favour of the legality of the device. But it is 
impossible to say what weight the courts may attach to general 
considerations arising from the supposed intention and object 
of the Act of 1862, or from the evasion of stamp duty which 
results from the adoption of the scheme. The deed constituting 
the unincorporated company, being a mere partnership agreement, 
requires only a 10s. stamp; and the subsequent conveyance to the 


‘unincorporated company, being a conveyance pursuant to such part- 


nership agreement, is not a ‘‘ conveyance on sale,” and also requires 
only a 10s. stamp. Then, on the registration of the company under 
Part 7, section 193 of the Companies Act, 1862, vests all the 
property of the unincorporated company in the incorporated 
company. As we have often pointed out, this device was not 
hit by section 15 of the Revenue Act of last session. We do not 
mean that the evasion of stamp duty would be assigned by the 
court as a reason for a decision supporting the registrar’s 
refusal to register, but on the consideration of a question 
which cannot be regarded as settled by authority, it might 
have some influence. There is a much more doubtful matter 
relating to companies formed upon the lines above indicated, which 
will one day have to be decided. Most of them are constituted on 
the basis of the partners taking fully paid-up shares in the unincor- 
porated company, but no contract is, or, we think, can be, duly 
filed, after incorporation, in pursuance of section 25 of the Act of 
1867. Mr. Patmer’s arguments that filing is not necessary are 
very ingenious, but we have never been able to accept them as 
conclusive, and we happen to know that one of the highest 
authorities on this subject does not concur in his conclusion. 





In rae case of Ex porte Barnett, Re Tamplin & Sons, reported 
elsewhere, another decision was given shewing that section 5 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882, produces results far beyond anything that 
the draftsman ever anticipated. It provides that, subject to ex- 
ceptions contained in the Act, ‘‘a bill of sale shall be void, except 
as against the grantor, in respect of any personal chattels specifi- 
cally described in the schedule thereto of which the grantor was 
not the érue owner at the time of the execution of the bill of sale.” 
According to the marginal note, this is a provision that bills of sale 
shal! not affect after-acquired property, and there are other indi- 
cations in the Act that such was meant to be its effect. For some 
hidden reason, however, the draftsman, instead of simply stating 
this, chose to introduce the general qualification that the grantor 
must be the true owner, and this expression, which has a well- 
understood meaning in the law of bankruptcy, is here quite out of 
place. A very unlooked-for effect, upon which we have already 
commented (33 Soxicrrors’ Jovenat, 722), was produced by it in 
Tuck v. Southern Counties Deposit Bank (37 W. R. 769). There 
a husband had first given his furniture to his wife by unregistered 
deed of gift, and then, remaining in possession, had executed a bill 
of sale upon it, which was duly registered. Nevertheless, as he 
was no longer the true owner, the bill of sale, although it would 
otherwise have had priority, was void. In the present case a bill of 
sale was given by one partner upon partnership property, and it was 
found that he had authority to do so from the other partner. Apart 
from the statute, this would have made the bill of sale good, 
but he was not the true owner, and the county court judge conse- 
quently held it to be void altogether. This, however, was going 
too far, and the Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smru, JJ.) 
thought the grantor might well be considered the true owner to 
the extent of his interest in the partnership property. The case of 
Tuck v. Southern Oounties Deposit Bank shewed how the words 
“true owner” might produce an effect quite the opposite of that 
contemplated by the Legislature, and allow an unregistered bill of 
sale to prevail over a registered one. The present instance is equally 
strong to shew their inappropriateness. In all ordinary cases they 
are, of course, useless. If a man is not the true owner, ipso facto 
he cannot bind the property. There are, however, some cases in 
which, though not the true owner, he ought to be treated as such ; 
and yet these are expressly cut out by the Act. Restricted to 
after-acquired property the words would be intelligible enough, but 
unfortunately the draftsman did not so restrict them, and it is 
now clear that the courts will not do so for him. 





Tue Brit ‘for improving the procedure in winding up insol” 
vent companies under the Limited Liability Acts” was not issued 
up to Thursday last, but the Government Bill “‘ to give further 
powers to companies with respect to the alteration of their 
memoranda of association” is before us. Put shortly, the object 
of the measure is to enable any company registered under the 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, by special resolution, to alter the 
provisions of its memorandum ‘‘ with respect to the objects of the 








company,” but the alteration is not to take effect until it has been 
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confirmed by the High Court; and the court, before confirming 
the alteration, must be satisfied (a) that the new or extended 
objects are cognate with, or ancillary to, the objects, or some of 
the objects, of the company as expressed in its memorandum of 
association ; and (4) that the application to the court is based on 
circumstances which have arisen since the registration of the com- 
pany; and (c) that sufficient notice has been given to all the 
creditors of the company who are, in the opinion of the court, 
entitled to object: to the alteration; and (d) that, with respect to 
every creditor who, in the opinion of the court, is entitled so to 
object, either his consent to the alteration has been obtained, or 
his debt or claim has been discharged, or has determined, or has been 
secured to the satisfaction of the court. What strikes us, at first 
sight, about this provision is, that it ignores the fact that special 
rights are often secured to preference shareholders inthe memorandum 
with the express object that, the memorandum not being capable of 
being altered by epecial resolution, such rights shall for ever 
remain inviolate. Does the provision for alteration of the memo- 
randum ‘ with respect to the objects of the company” refer only 
to what are ordinarily known as the “ object clauses,” deficing the 
scope of the company’s business, or does it extend to the ‘‘ object ” 
of paying a preferential dividend, and giving a preferential right in 
the distribution of the assets of the company, to a certain class of 
creditors? It is subsequently provided that the court, in exercis- 
ing its discretion under the Act, shall ‘‘ have regard to the rights 
and interests of the members of the company, or of any classes of 
those members”; but this is not enough: the pbrase ‘‘ objects of 
the company ” is dangerously indefinite, and it seems to us that 
apy alteration of the memorandum with regard to rights thereby 
secured to a particular class of members ought to be expressly ex- 
cluded, unless made with the consent of all such members. 





On Fripay, the 14th inst., a well-known Chancery counsel was, 
after leaving court, seized with a fainting fit which caused him to 
remain unconscious for a considerable time. In default of any 
better accommodation, the learned gentleman, who had fallen 
prostrate in the corridor, was carried into the barristers’ robing room, 
where, as there was no other accommodation, he was placed on the 
bare floor, where he remained, attended by a medical map, until 
after a succession of fainting fits, he was sufficiently recovered to 
be removed to his residence. These circumstances, taking place as 
they did in a public building, constantly frequented by hundreds 
of professional men, have caused much indignation. Men ask why 
no room is provided where such cases as this can be treated in 
private, and why the patient should have to Jie on the floor, there 
being no sofa or other such appliance. Attention has on previous 
occasions been called to the necessity for the accommodation 
required for the benefit of those who may be suddenly seized 
with illness in the Royal Courts, and perhaps, now that the 
incident of Friday week has brought home to the numerous pro- 
fessional men who witnessed it the possibility that they themselves 
may some day be subjected to the like indignities and incon- 
veniences, they will, in the interests of humanity, urge upon the 
authorities that suitable accommodation and appliances for sudden 
and urgent caees of illness should be provided in some room on the 
court floor. 








“ONCE A MORTGAGE ALWAYS A MORTGAGE.” 


Tue well-established rule that a mortgage cannot be rendered 
irredeemable by any contract entered into at the time when the 
mortgage itself is made, received a curious illustration in the case 
of The Marquis of Northampton v. Pollock (ante, p. 253). The 
defendants were the trustees of an insurance company which in 
1879 advanced a sum of £10,000 to Earl Compton, the eldest son 
of the plaintiff. The money was secured primarily upon a rever- 
sionary interest in land, but as this was contingent upon the earl’s 
surviving his father, it was necessary to provide against the risk of 
that event not happening, and an arrangement was accordingly 
entered into that the earl should insure his own life against his 
father’s with the company to the extent of £34,500. Such insur- 
ance was effected, and everything was thus arranged satisfactorily. 
Earl Compron took his £10,000 and the company had adequate 
security. Of couree there was the risk of their having to pay the 
policy in case of his premature decease, but this was clearly one of 





their ordinary business risks for which the receipt of the premiums 
was a sufficient consideration. They agreed to pay these premiums 
themselves, but the margin of the security was ample, and they 
were entitled by the agreement to add them to the debt. Never- 
theless the circumstances were peculiar, and it was perhaps not 
unnatural for them to stipulate that in the event of Earl Compron’s 
death during the life of his father the policy-moneys should belong 
to them absolutely. This event happened. The earl died in 1887, 
and his father, who took out administration to his effects, has much 
reason to be thankful for the old technical rule of equity which 
says that the stipulation is void. 

As to the law on the subject there is, of course, no doubt. 
Modus et conventio vincunt legem is a true enough maxim in a 
general way, but mortgages have always been recognized to be 
outside it. Probably the old Chancellors thought they had had too 
much trouble in rescuing them from the harsh rigour of the 
common law to allow of the possibility of their labours being 
rendered ineffectual by the wiles of oppressive money-lenders. Of 
course, if there is a mere agreement that the mortgage, in certain 
events, shall not be redeemed—the mortgagor getting no additional 
advantage, and the value of the property being, as it ordinarily is, 
greater than the amount of the mortgage money—there is reason 
to suspect evil designs on the part of the mortgagee, and Lord 
Harpwicke, C., appears to have put the matter on this ground 
when he said, in Mellor v. Lees (2 Atk. 494), that fetters laid upon 
redeeming the mortgeged estate by some original agreement, either 
in the mortgage deed or a separate deed, would not avail ‘ where 
it is done with a design to wrest the estate fraudulently out of the 
hands of the mortgagor.” It is clear, however, that fraud was really 
no part of the doctrine, and that it was based solely upon a settled 
maxim in equity that the liability to be redeemed was an essential 
part of every mortgage: Howard v. Harris (1 Vern. 190). And 
even where the mortgagor was to get a quid pro quo for the 
arrangement, as where he agreed, in certain events, to sell the 
estate at a fixed price, the principle was held to be equally binding, 
and he was allowed to repudiate the condition upon the ground 
that the mortgagee was not entitled to any more than his interest. 
Thus it was said in Jennings v. Ward (2 Vern 520): “A man 
shall not have interest for his money and a collateral advantage 
besides for the loan of it, or clog the redemption with any by- 
agreement.” 

The recent care, however, was not at all of this sort, but was one 
in which the mortgagees simply claimed, in pursuance of an express 
agreement to that effect in the mortgage, to keep a mortgaged pro- 
perty vastly in excess of the mortgage-money. As Mr. Justice Norra 
pointed out, the matter must be looked at as though the policy had 
been taken out in some other office, and then deposited with the 
defendants. The £34,500 would then have been paid without 
demur, and the defendants could have had no possible ground for 
claiming out of it moze than the amount due on the mortgage. 
Tested in this way, the matter is clear enough, and it is obvious 
that the mortgagees were attempting to get the full premiums for 
the risk, and, at the same time, to repudiate part of the risk when 
it had resulted in a loss. The application of the equitable doctrine, 
although at first sight curious, is not perhaps to be regretted. 








THE PRESUMPTION OF DEATH. 
II. 


Person asserting a specific fact must prove it.—In most of the 
cases where it is attempted to prove that a person was alive at a given 
time within the seven years, the object is to shew that he survived 
another, and that he therefore took under his will or became en- 
titled as his heir at law or as one of his next of kin. In these cases 
it is of importance to remember that, in the absence of any effectual 
disposition of the beneficial interest in personalty, the n-xt of kin 
is entitled to it, and that the person seeking to dispose!s him must 
prove a perfect title to rebut his primd facie right, and that the 
onus of proof lies on the person seeking so todo: per WichrMan, 
J., and Marin, B , Underwood y. Wing (4 DeG. M. & G., p. 656), 
Re Walter (L. R. 7 Ch. 120). It must also bs remembered that 
where persons prove k:nship to an intestate, and another person 
claims the property also as being the representative of a person 
who, if he had survived the intestate, would have been bis next of 
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kin, he muet prove that that pereon actually survived the intestate : 
Re Green (L. R. 1 Eq. 288); similar remarks apply to the case of 
a person claiming under a person who would have been the heir of 
the intestate if he had survived him, the fact of his having survived 
must be proved strictly. 

There is a presumption against a person committing crime, there- 
fore, when a marriage is proved, the mere fact, even in civil cases, 
that one of the parties had previously contracted a marriage with 
another person, is not evidence of the invalidity of the second mar- 
riage, unless evidence is given that the first husband or wife was in 
existence at the time of the second marriage: Rex v. Twyning 
(2 Barn. & Ald. 386), where a woman contracted a second marriage 
twelve months after her husband was last heard of, and it was held 
that, in the absence of proof that the first husband was alive at the 
time of the second marriage, the children of that marriage were 
legitimate ; but see Lupsley v. Grierson (1 H. L. C. 498). As to 
what evidence is sufficient see Rex v. Harborne (2 Ad. & El. 540). 
In an indictment for bigemy it is incumbent on the prosecution to 
prove to the satisfaction of the jury that the husband or wife, as 
the case may be, was alive at the date of the second marriage: Rey. 
v. Lumley (L. R. 1 C. C. R. 196). 

‘* Not been heard of.’—The phrase ‘‘ has not been heard of for 
reven years” requires some explanation. There is seldom or never 
a man of the age of forty with regard to whom it would not be 
easy to find scores of people to say, ‘I was at school with him ; I 
knew him perfectly well, and I have not heard of him for the last 
seven years.” That is not enough to raise the presumption of his 
death, because there is no reason to suppose that those people 
would hear of him if he was alive. In order to raise the presump- 
tion of death you must shew that those people who would be 
likely to hear of the person if living have not heard of him, or that 
search has been made for him in those places in which you would 
he likely to find him: Doe d. France v. Andrews (15 Q. B. 756), 
Prudential Co. v. Edmonds (2 App. Cas. 487), Doyle v. City of 
Glasgow Life Assurance Society (32 W. R. 476). Generally 
speaking, a man’s relatiozs are the persons most likely to hear of 
him, but in Doe d. Lloyd v. Deakin (4 B. & Ald. 433) the fact of 
a man not having been heard of by persons living near an estate of 
which he was tenant for life, was held sufficient to raise the pre- 
sumption, on the ground that, as he was entitled to the property, 
the probability was that if he was alive he would come into the 
neighbourhood to claim it. 

These considerations enable us to reconcile Doe v. Griffin (15 
East, 292) and Richards v. Richards (15 East, 293n.), both cases 
as to the presumption of death without issue. In the former case 
negative evidence was given that one of the family had never heard 
of the person in questicn being married ; in the latter case no such 
evidence appears to have been given. In order to raise a presump- 
tion as to death without issue, you must shew that inquiries have 
been made from persons who are likely to have hesrd of issue being 
born, if such was the case, and they have not heard of any. 

It has been suggested that the period of seven years was adopted 
on the anslogy of the statute 19 Car. 2, c. 6, with respect to leases 
on lives, and the statute of bigamy, 1 Jac. 1, c. 11 (see per Exten- 
nonouce, C.J., Doe v. Jesson, 6 East, at p. 85), but this view 
appears to be erroneous, as proof of absence of a husband for seven 
years without having been heard of was held sufficient to entitle 
bis wife to dower in Thorne v. Rolf (Dy. 185a), in 2 Eliz., some of 
the reports of which case differ materially from that in Dyer. 

No presumption will arise merely from a person not communicat- 
ing with his relations if the circumstances render it unlikely that 
he will do so, as in Watson v. England (14 Sim. 28), where a girl 
left her father’s house in a clandestine manner, and Bowden v. 
Henderson (2 8m. & Giff. 360), where a» woman, who “led a 
somewhat eccentric life,’ changed her religion, and received letters 
of remonstrance and reproach for doing so from her relations. 

Rule restated —Theee considerations, coupled with our remarks 
on the word “ home” (antc, p. 247), enable vs to restate the rule as 
follows :—*‘ Where, on inquiry in the places in which, and from 
the persons by whom, « person is most likely to be heard of, it 
appears that nothing has been heard of him for seven years, the 
presumption is that he is dead.” 

No presumption as to death at any particular time within the 
seven years. —Although there is a presumption that a man who has 
been absent from his home or other usual place of resort without 
having been hesrd of for seven years is dead, there is no presump- 





tion as to the time of his death, either as to his having died at any 
day within, or on the last day of, the seven years, or as to his 
having been alive on any particular day of the seven years. A 
person whose title to property depends upon a person having died 
before, or being alive on, a particular day, either within, or being 
the last day of, the seven years, must prove it: see this discussed 
at great length by the Court of Appeal in Re Phene’s Trusts (L, R. 
5 Ch. 139), in which the decisions in Lambe v. Orton (6 Jur. N.S. 
61), Dunn v. Snowden (2 Dr. & Sm. 201), Thomas v. Thomas (2 
Dr. & Sm. 298), and Re Benham (L. R. 4 Kq. 416) were discussed, 
and, so far as they are inconsistent with the rule as stated above, 
were overruled. The true doctrine had already been stated at law 
in Doe v. Nepean (5 B. & Ad. 86, on app. 2 M. & W. 894), 
where the Court of Exchequer Chamber said: ‘‘ We adopt thse 
doctrine of the Queen’s Bench, that the presumption of law relates 
only to the fact of death, and that the time of death, whenever it 
is material, must be the subject of distinct proof.” The decision 
in Re Phené’s Trusts was followed by Srvart, V.C., and the Court 
of Appeal in Re Lewes’s Trusts (L. R. 11 Eq. 236; same case, 6 
Ch. 356), aud by Hatt, V.C., in Hickmin v. Upsall (L. R. 20 Eq. 
136), where he says: ‘‘It is impossible to distinguish a case of 
presumption of death from one of presumption of life, for whoever 
has to make out a case in order to establish a title which depends 
upon the fact of either the death or the life of any person must 
prove that fact: see also Re Walker (L. R. 7 Ch. 120) and Re 
Nicholls (L. R. 2 P. & M. 461). 

Person named in a deed. — Where trusts of personalty are 
declared by a deed in favour of a named person, the presumption, 
in a contest between the personal representatives of the settlor, who 
allege that the trust wholly fails owing to that person having been 
dead at the date of the deed, and the personal representatives of 
the named person, who allege that the trust took effect on the 
ground that he was alive at the date of the deed, is that he was 
alive at the date of the deed. The grounds for this doctrine appear 
to be that, following the decision in Re Phenée (L. R. 5 Ch. 
139), proper affirmative evidence in this case must be brought by 
the persons who affirm, contrary to the title under the deed, that 
the person named in it did not take because he was not alive at the 
date of the deed. Possibly it might be also supported on the ground 
that neither the settlor nor his representatives ought to be allowed to 
deny the truth of facts that he had admitted under seal to be true. 
This doctrine was laid down by Hatt, V.C., in Re Corbishley (28 
W. R. 536, 14 Ch. D. 846), where the facts were the following. In 
1861 H. C., then aged about thirty-one, left England for the United 
States. Shortly after the time when he ought to have arrived, his 
father received by post a New York paper, bearing the New York 
postmark, and addressed in the handwriting of H.C. H.C. was 
never afterwards heard of. In November, 1866, P. C. by deed 
declared that the trustees thereof should stand possessed of a sum 
of money for H. C. on his attaining twenty-one. P. C. died in 
1877, and her legal personal representatives claimed the money, 
on the ground that H. C. must be presumed to be dead at the date 
of the deed, and that, therefore, there was a resulting trust for 
the settlor, but their claim was unsuccesful. 

In considering cases of this nature it should be remembered that 
there is a possibility that the settlor had some evidence of the 
object of his bounty being alive of which we are ignorant. A 
very good example of this is afforded by Sir Waurer Scorr’s novel 
“Guy Mannering.” Harry Benreau disappeared in infancy, and 
was commonly believed to have veen murdered. Many years 
afterwards Miss Benraam, of Singleside, who had made a will in 
favour of Lucy Berrram, revoked it by making a now will in 
favour of Harry. On making inquiries after her death it was dis- 
covered that a gipsy, Meo Merniries, had told her that Harry was 
alive, though she had not told anyone else. 

Where land is limited in strict settlement to collaterals, follow- 
ing the limitations of a title of honour, it is qyite possible that 
some person may be named a tenant for life who is in fact dead. 
If that should happen, the rule laid down in this paragraph does 
not come into operation, as it is sufficient for the next remainder- 
man to prove that he is dead at the time of the failure of the prior 
limitations. 





Mr. Thomas William Saunders, who for the last eleven years has been 
one of the magistrates at the Thames Police-court, has found it necessary 
to resign his position in consequence of failing health, 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


REGISTRATION OF COMPANIES UNDER PART VII. OF THE 
COMPANIES ACT, 1862. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies has lately refused to 
register, under Part VII. of the Companies Act, 1862 (except under 
an order of the High Court), any private joint-stock companies form 
under contracts of co-partnery, thus completely reversing the practice 
followed in his office up to last month, under which a number of 
companies constituted in a precisely similar way were registered 
without demur or objection. 

Certain clients of ours who are affected by this decision, which has, 
we understand, been taken under the direction of the Board of Trade, 
are advised that the action of the registrar is not in accordance with 
the law, and are desirous of obtaining a decision of the Queen’s Bench 
Division on the point if they can obtain the support of other companies 
similarly affected. 

We believe there area number of such companies, as we understand 
that as many as six were refused regsitration on one day, and our 
object in addressing you is to endeavour to obtain the co-operation of 
these in our clients’ action. 

We shall be glad if the solicitors of any compsny similarly situated 
to our clients will communicate with us with a view to such 
co-operation. SANDERSON, HoLuAnD, & ADKIN. 

46, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C., February 19. 





CERTIFICATE DUTY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The report of the Leeds Law Society, quoted by you in 
your last issue, in referring to my motion on the above subject, states 
that the vote rejecting Mr. Hastie’s motion for censure on the late 
president ‘‘ showed how greatly the weight of professional opinion is 
in favour of continuing the duty.” Asa matter of fact the vote was 
on a resolution expressing confidence in the president, and had no- 
thing to do with the main question—viz., the duty. That this was 
well understood is evidenced by the fact that I and all my supporters 
voted for the resolution, for, although we might have thought Mr. 
Lake exceeded his powers in a particular instance, we could not 
grudge him a cordial acknowledgment of the services he had rendered 
during his year of office. 

Even assuming that the voting hud been directed to the main ques- 
tion, it indicated the opinion of, at most, 400 solicitors out of 15,000 on 
the roll, The ‘ weight of professional opinion” on this question will 
never be properly ascertained till that opinion is ‘ndividually canvassed, 
the object my resolution aimed at, and which I still hope to attain. 

HERBERT M Low. 

12, Bread-street, Cheapside, E.C., February 18. 





CHEAPENING LAND TRANSFER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have never seen suggested in your columns what seems to 
me & ines way of cheapening the transfer of land. I believe, 
that, roughly speaking, the remuneration of provincial solicitors on a 
conveyance is about 1 per cent. on the purchase-money. The ad 
valorem stamp on a conveyance being 10s. per cent., a reduction of 
only 5s. per cent. in the stamp duty would mean a raving of one-sixth 
of the total cost of transfer. 

True, another impost would have to be devised, but, having regard 
to the present depressed state of the property market, it would not be 
unjust to shift a portion of the burden to another object of taxation 
better able to stand it. Artuur L. CrockrorD. 

57, Temple-row, Birmingham, February 13. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, _ 
HODGSON v. BELL—No. 1, 19th February. 


County Covrt—Practice—Powrr to remir Acrion—OLamM RXCRREDING 
£100—CLaim rEepvcrD To A Sum nor rxorepinc £100 ny Payment 
a Ac1ion nrovent—OCounty Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. o. 
43), s. 65, 


Action for £173 money lent. Upon an application for judgment under 
order 14 the defendant paid the plaintiff £101, and had leave to defend 
as to the balance. ‘The plaintiff then ages for an order remi the 
action for trial in the county court, which the master made. The judge 


at chambers referred the matter to the court, Mathew, J., at chambers, | brought the admin: 


ed | ment, an admitted set-off, or oth 


had in the case of Skinner v. De Faria (33 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 254), held 
that ae was no — oy ae Se sum claimed was reduced to a 
sum not exceeding payment into court after action brought. In 
the Divisional Court Denman, J., that there was power to remit, 
whereas Wills, J., held that there was not. The order annie the 
action therefore stood. The defendant appealed. By section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, ‘‘ where in any action of contract brought in 
the High Court the claim indorsed on the writ does not exceed £100, or 
where such claim, though it originally exceeded £100, is reduced by 

to a sum not exceeding 2100, 
shall be lawful for either party at any time to apply” for an order th 
such action be tried in the county court. Osborne v. Homburg ( R. 
161, 1 Ex. D. 48), Foster v. Usherwood (26 W.R. 91,3 Ex. D. 1), and 
Gray v. Hopper (36 W. R 746, 21 Q. B. D. 246) were cited. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corerinez, C.J., Lord Essar, M.R., and Fay, 
L.J.) allowed the appeal. They eaid that there were two former County 
Court Acts, one in 1856 and the other in 1867, which dealt with the 
remission and transfer of actions to the county court. The Act of 1856 
in section 26 used the words ‘‘ reduced by payment ivto court, payment, 
an admitted set-off, or otherwise,” and it was held that those 
included a payment after action brought. The Act of 1867, in section 7 
used the words, ‘‘reduced by payment, an admitted set-off, or other- 
wise,’”’ and it was held that those words did not include a payment after 
ao. lagiitbem fa Ge eababdation ack anaaiing tah a ae 

e ) ct 
deliberately omitted the words ‘‘ payment into court,” and adopted the 
precise words used in the Act of 1867. The only inference to be drawn 
ee Oe eee ee ee ee ee eee 
the Act of 1867 as construed by the decisions. The words must, - 
fore, be construed in the same way as in section 7 of the Act of 1867. 
There was, therefore, no jurisdiction to order the action to be remitted 
for trial in the county court.—CounsgL, 7. Willes Chitty ; Colam. Sout- 
crrors, Stocken § Jupp, for Lomer ¢ Son, Southampton ; Cotton ¢ Son. 


i 


ROCKE v. McKERROW.—No. 1, 18th February. 


Practice—APprgaL—JUDGE ENTERING JUDGMENT NOTWITHSTANDING VERDICT 
or Juky—Misprrection—Jvrispicrion or Court or Arrzatr—R.8. C, 
XXXIX., 1; XL., 4, 5. 


Tn an action tried before Stephen, J., with a jury, the jury found a 


verdict for the plaintiff. The judge, a further en 
judgment for the defendant. plaintiff to the Coart of 
Appeal. A preliminary objection was taken on of the defendant, 


that, the action having been tried with a jury, the motion ought to have 
been made in the Divisional Court under ord. 39, r.1. It was contended 
on behalf of the tiff that he had adopted the proper course, ord. 40, 
r. 1, providing that ‘‘ where, at or after a trial Saran Ses Son or 
without a jury, the judge has directed that any judgment be entered, any 
perty may epey te) Stee ne en ee ae otber judg- 
ment u e ground that, upon the finding as entered, the judgment so 
directed is wrong ; and rule 5 providing that an application under rule 4 
must be made to the Court of Appeal. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Corgrines, O0.J., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fray, LJ.) 
allowed the objection and dismissed the appeal. 5 
said that they were all of opinion that the t ought to have gone to 
the Divisional Court; but they would now 
to do so, if they had the power. Lord Esuer, M.R , said that after careful 
consideration he had come to the conclusion that the objection must 
Phen that would be & caso of miadireotion, and the application would be to 
then that be a case o' 
the Divisonal Court for a new trial. In the present care the j 
the case to the jury, but upon further consideration he came to 
clusion that he was wrong in so doing yoy entered j 
ment for the defendant. That was not entering 
finding of the jury, treating the case as a 
jury and their finding as correct. He set 
judgment for the defendant just as if he had never left this question to 
the jury. It was the same as if the judge had 


a verdict in a particular way, and the eck we been to 
the Divisional Court. Fry, L.J., concurred. Ord. r. 4, applied where 
the finding of the jury was taken to be correct, and the was to 
set aside the judgment on the ground that it was entered. In 
other words, that, the findin as it was, the j had drawn a 


wrong inference from te ey Ambrose, Q.C., W.S. Robson, and 
Compton Smith ; Gully, Q.C., — on Hy Soxicrrors, Pritehard, Bngle- 
Jield, ¢ Co,, for R. A. Gartside, t; Bower, Cotton, ¢ Co., for J. H. 
Boardman, Manchester. 


VIBART +. COLES—No. 1, 12th and 13th February. 


Creprrors’ Actron—ADMINISTRATOR PAYING ONE CREDITOR IN FULL APTER 
Wrarr—Oonrticrine Runes or Law anp Eavrry. 


uired by section a ot 
judgment, the defendant 





testator out of which to pay the tiff. 
that the defendant 
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but must distribute the assets among all the creditors of the testator. 
L.J., gave judgment for the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed. 

Tux Covrr (Lord OCorzenipes, 0.J., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.), 
affirmed the decision and dismissed the appeal. Lord Corzrtnaz, O.J., 
said that by the Debtors Act, 1869, when a consent order for judgment 
bad not been filed it was void toallintents and purposes. The argument 
for the ap t had been that since the simple contract debt of the 
creditor been merged in the judgment debt, then when the judgment 
debt turned out to be void, the simple contract debt was also avoided. It 
was only necessary to state that argument in order to see how fallacious it 
was. e debt remained although the judgment which was founded upon it 
fellthrough. The administratrix, therefore, had paid it, not as a judgment 
debt, but as a simple contract debt. But then it was said that at common law 
the rule was that after the commencement of an action against an adminis- 
trator by a creditor of the intestate, the administrator cculd not prefer 
one itor to snother, but it was admitted that in equity for a very long 
time he had had the right to do so. The rules of law and equity therefore 
ware in conflict, and where that was the case if was expressly enacted by 
section 25, sub-section 11, of the Judicature Act, 1873, that the rules of 
equity were to prevail. The case was plain, and if direct: authority were 
wanted for it, it might be found in the case of Re Radcliffe (7 Oh. D. 733), 
where the principle was clearly stated by Jessel, M.R Lord Esuer, M R., 
said that a creditor who alleged that a judgment was void could not say that 
the debt in respect of which it was given was swallowed up by it. As to 
the second point, when rules of law and equity were in conflict it was 
— dispute that the rule of equity must prevail. Fry, L.J., delivered 
j ¢ to the came effect.—Counsz1, Jelf, Q.0., and H. Tindal Atkinson; 
Finlay, Q C., and Forman. 
Bath ; Montague Hawkins. 


BARLOW v. ROSS—No. 1, 13th February. 


Artizans’ Dwetimncs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 36), s. 20—Extin- 
GUISHMENT OF Ricuts—IncHoaTE Ricut To Licut. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Hawkins, J. In 1867 the 
plaintiff, being the owner of certain land, built a house uponit. In 1877 
the Corporation of Birmingham, under the Artizans’ Dwellings Act, 1875, 

the adjoining land for the purposes of a scheme of improve- 
ment. In 1886 they let the land immediately opposite the plaintiff's house 
to the defendant, who, in accordance with his lease, in 1888 pulled down 
the buildings then standing on the land and erected a building which 
blocked the light of the plaintiff's windows. The plaintiff then brought an 
action for damages, but Hawkins, J., entered judgment for the defendant, 
on the ground that the plaintiff's right to light was extinguished by 
section 20 of the Act, by which, upon the purchase of any lands for 
7 into effect any scheme under the Act, all rights of way, rights of 
laying down pipes for drainage, ‘‘ and all other rights or easements in or 
g to-such lands shall be extinguished.”” The plaintiff appealed; 
contending that when the land was taken in 1877 he had no right in 
por noah which he could claim compensation, or which was capable of 
ihment. His right arose under the Prescription Act from 
uninterrupted user for twenty years, and therefore until 1887 he had no 
right which could be affected by the section. 


Tue Cover (Lord Co.zxinez, C.J , Lord Esuex, M.R., and Fry, L J.) 
the appeal. Lord Corzrince, 0.J., said that the question was 
tehte”™ No doubt the primdé facie and ordinary meaning of the word 
7 ta’? was existing rights, and did not include such a possibility of a 
right as was possessed by the plaintiff in 1877. But it was necessary to 
look at the whole scope and object of the Act, and if it was plain that that 
construction would defeat the whole intention of the Act, the word must 
be given a wider interpretation. The Act authorized the local authority 
to carry out a scheme, and after that scheme had been sanctioned by 
Parliament—every opportunity having been given to those affected by it 
to oppose it if they thought well—the local authority were bound by 
Parliament to carry it into effect. It was plain that if a person such as the 
plaintiff could claim a right over the land taken after the expiration of a 
certain time, the whole scheme might be defeated. It would often be 
impossible for the loca! authority to interfere in time to bar the right 
accruing under the Prescription Act. Therefore the word rights must be 
construed to include inchoate or nascent rights, such as the present, which 
were capable of receiving a money compensation. The Act provided that 
compensation should be given in respect of all loss caused by carrying out 
the scheme, and therefore the word *‘loss’’ must also be construed widely, 
and be looked upon as coextensive with the word ‘‘rights.’’ It was a case 
for com and not for damages. Lord Esuzn, M.R., and Fry, L.J., 
delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsei, William Graham ; Henn 
Collins, Q.C., and Methold. Sorticrrons, Smith & Pinsent ; Burton § Oo., for 
Hale Travers Edge, Birmingham, 


Soxicrrors, Robbins, Billing, § Co , for Petgrave, 


WHITBY v. MITCHELL—No. 2, 15th February. 


Serriement—Remoreness— Rute acatwst Perrervrrizs — ‘ Posstwiiiry 
om Posstpruiry ”’ — Limrration to Usnsonn Cuitpeen or Unxzorn 
Penson. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Kay, J. (38 W. Rh. 5, 42 Ch. D. 
49A), _ the question Nae raised oe the old rule of law that there 
cannot & possibility on a possibility’’ is any longer in existence, or 
whether it has not been aes by the rule against perpetuities. The 
question was, whether a limitation to the unborn issue of an unborn 

was valid. By o post-nuptial settlement, dated the 7th of May, 

840, lands were limited to the use of the husband for life, remainder to 
the use of the wife (for life, and after the death of the survivor “ to the 
use of # child, grandchild, or more remote issue, or all and every, or any 





one, or more of the children, grandchildren, or more remote issue”’’ of the 
marriage, ‘‘such child, grandchild, or more remote issue being born 
before any such appointment as hereinafter is mentioned shall be made to 
him, her, or them respectively,’ in such shares and in such manner as 
the husband and wife ‘‘ at any time or times during their joint lives, and 
as to the wife notwithstanding her coverture,” should by deed jointly 
appoint, and in default of appointment to the use of the child or children 
of the marriage, equally as tenants in common. There were only two 
children of the marriage, one of them being B., a married woman. Bya 
deed dated the 15th of March, 1865, the husband and wife appointed a 
moiety of the settled lands, or of the proceeds of sale thereof, subject 
to their own life interests, to B. for her life, for her separate use without 
power of anticipation, with remainder to such persons as she should by 
will appoint, and in default of appointment to the use of her children 
living at the date of the deed, as tenantsin common. Kay, J., held that 
the appointment by the husband and wife was invalid, so far as it affected 
to give a power of appointment by will to B., and to appoint the property 
in default of her appointment to the children of B. then living, and also 
so far as it restrained anticipation by her. Kay, J., said that the law as 
to land had always been that you could not limit it to an unborn person 
for life, with remainder to the issue of that unborn person. And there 
was no authority for saying that, if to such a limitation you addeda 
provizo that the unborn children of the unborn person who were to take 
must come into existence within the limits imposed by the rule against 
perpetuities, the limitation would be good. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpugy, and Lorzs, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
They said that the rule was clear that land could not be limited to the 
unborn issue of an unborn person. The rule was accurately stated by 
the late Mr. Joshua Williams in his book on Real Property (16th ed.), 
p. 314, thus:—‘‘ An estate cannot be given to an unborn person for life 
followed by any estate to any child of such unborn person; for in such a 
case the estate given to the child of the unborn person is void. This rule 
is apparently derived from the old doctrine which prohibited double 
possibilities. . This rule is more stringent than that which con- 
fines executory interests.”.—CounsEL, Robinson, Q.0., and 4. Young; 
Farwell; Marten, Q 0., and W. Baker ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. 
Souicrrors, Sanderson, Holland, § Adkin; W. Montgomery White ; Cowdell 
§ Son. 


Re DILLON, DUFFIN v. DUFFIN--No. 2, 14th February. 


Donatio Mortis Cavsa—Vatipiry—Girt or Derostr Nore or Banxk— 
Curque InpoRSED. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kekewich, J., the question being, 
whether a deposit note of a bank can be the subject of a donatio 
mortis causé. In the present case the note was dated August 25, 1886. 
It contained an acknowledgment that the bank had received the sum of 
£580 from James Dillon (the testator in this action) to the credit of his 
deposit account. It also contained the following statement :—‘‘ This 
deposit receipt is not transferable. The amount is repayable on demand, 
but will bear no interest unless it remains undisturbed for one month. 
The rate of interest is subject to alteration, of which notice will be given 
by advertisement in the Zimes newspaper. When the money is withdrawn, 
or the interest paid, the depositor must sign the cheque on the back 
hereof, first affixing a penny draft stamp. If part only is withdrawn, a 
new receipt will be given for the balance.” On the back of the note was 
a form of cheque. This note was claimed by the testator’s sister-in-law, 
as having been given to her by him shortly before his death. According 
to her evidence, which the court accepted as a true account of what took 
place, the testator sent her a message on the morning of the 11th of 
January, 1888, saying that he was very ill, and asking her to come and 
see him. She went to his house, and found him in his bedroom. When 
she had been with him some little time he took the deposit note out of a 
cash-box, and eaid to her, ‘‘ Go and fetch me a pen and ink, and a stamp. 
Take my keys; you will find the stamps in my cupboard in the side- 
board, under my rent receipt book. Iam going to give you this deposit 
note.” He also said ‘‘I am going to give it you conditionally. If I get 
well, you will give it me back; if not, you will be allright’’ Shortly 
afterwards she returned with a stamp, and the testator then filled in the 
cheque with the date and the amount, ‘‘ £580 and interest.’’ The cheque 
contained the printed words, ‘‘ Pay to self or bearer,’’ and then there 
was a blank space. This was filled in by the testator with the word 
** bearer.” He then signed his name across the stamp, and gave 
the note to her, repeating what he had said before. She took the 
note and put it in a drawer in his bedroom, but she subsequently 
put it in her pocket, and it remained in her possession until the 
testator’s death on January 15, 1888. The sister-in-law also took 
benefits under the testator’s will, which was made on January 9, 
1888, and she and her brother and a niece of the testator were 
appointed executors and trustees of the will. This summons was taken 
out by one of the residuary legatees, to determine whether the gift of the 
note to the sister-in-law was a good datio mortis cawsd. Kekewich, J., 
held that it was. On the appeal the court was asked to overrule previous 
cases in which it has been held that a deposit note may be the sub- 
ject of a donatio mortis causd. It was also contended that, by reason of 
the indorsed cheque, the note in question was equivalent to a cheque 
which must be presented in the testator’s lifetime, and could not, there- 
fore, be the subject of such a gift. 

Tus Covrr (Corron, Lispiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., held that upon the evidence there could be no doubt that the 
testator intended to makea present of the note to the claimant in the event 
of his death. As to the question whether the note could be the subject of a 
good donatio mortis causd, the note was in an unusual form, and his lordship 
was surprised that no evidence had been adduced as to the practice of the 


Sse oh w@ & & 2 Gite & & & ot ot oe ae ame «6 


~~ OS es et = 4 SF wD et ie me of ot eet SO. ke ss Se Se Oo eS. 


™m > Pe 


nel 


ee ne nan eon woe ee en oe Boe) 


awn © «fee eK eH oS 








390. 





9 of the 
ig born 
made to 
nner as 
ves, and 
jointly 
children 
nly two 
. Bya 
ointed a 
subject 
without 
ould by 
children 
ald that 
affected 
roperty 
snd also 
3 law as 
| person 
d there 
added a 
to take 
against 


ecision. 
to the 
ated by 


Cowdell 


ANK— 


being, 
donatio 
, 1886. 
um of 
of his 
** This 
mand, 
nonth. 
given 
lrawD, 
» back 
wn, a4 


a-law, 
rding 
; took 
th of 
e and 
W hen 
tofa 
lamp. 
side- 
posit 
I get 
ortly 
n the 
leque 
there 
word 
gave 
r the 
ently 
| the 
took 
ry 9, 
were 
‘aken 
f the 
+ 
vious 
sub- 
n of 
eque 
\ere- 


sion. 
t the 
vent 
ofa 
ship 
the 





Feb, 22, 1890. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 34.] 267 








bank with regard to notes of this kind. But he thought the object of the 
bank in putting the cheque on the back of the note was simply to provide 
an easy mode of proving that the deposit money had been paid, and that 
it did not amount to a contract that they would not repay the deposit 
money unless the cheque was signed. Of course, the bank would be 
entitled te a reasonable explanation of the circumstances under which the 
cheque was not signed. But the mere fact that this cheque was printed 
on the back of the nvte, and that it was signed by the testator, would not 
prevent the note from being the subject of a donatio mortis causd, if any 
deposit note could be the subject of a donatio mortis causd. It was said 
that this was the first time that the question had come before the Court of 
Appeal in England. It had been decided in a number of cases by courts 
of first instance that a deposit note might be the subject of a donatio 
mortis causd, and there was a decision by the Court of Appeal in Ireland 
to the same effect. But his lordship preferred to deal with the case on 
principle. Why should not such a note be a good subject of donatio 
mortis caus@? It was true that the note alone would not confer on the 
donee a good title to the movey, but in Duffield v. Elwes (1 Bli. 530) it was 
laid down by Lord Eldon that in the case of a donatio mortis causd, if 
anything were wanted to complete the title, the donee could call upon the 
representatives of the donor to lend their names for that purpore. Moore 
v. Darton (4 De G. & Sm. 517) shewed what kind of instruments 
might be the subject of a donatso mortis causé. In the present case, as in 
Duffield v. Elwes, the executors were trustees for the donee. Here the 
donee was herself an executrix, but his lordship did uot rely upon that. 
Linptey, L J., said that at first there appeared to be a difficulty in the 
way of holding that a deposit note could be the subject of a donatio mortis 
causd, because it was not a negotiable instrument, and the donee could not 
sue upon it in her own name ; but that difficulty had been set at rest by 
Lord Eldon in Duffield v. Elwes. In that case Lord Eldon explained 
the difference between a donatio mortis causd and a gift inter vivos, and 
shewed that the principle that a court of equity would not assist a 
volunteer to complete his title did not apply to gifts made iu contemplation 
of death. It was said that the testator could not have made a donatio 
mortis causd of a cheque drawn by himself to bearer; but, assuming that 
to be so, the question was, What was given? It was not a cheque, but a 
note. His lordship was satisficd that there could be a good gift of the 
note, although it was not negotiable. Lorzs, L J., said that the cheque 
on the back of the note did not alter the character of the note; it was 
merely a convenient mode of obtaining evidence that the deposit money 
had been repaid.—Counsz1, Cczens- Hardy, Q.0., and Methold ; Warmington, 
Q.0., and Bramwell Davis. Soxtcrrors, Gedge § Co. ; E. Chester 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
GARRARD v. EDGE—Kay, J., 14th February. 


Patent —Costs—No OrrtiricaTe or Particutars or Ossections—R1GutT or 
PLAINTIFF TO SET OFF CosTs OCCASIONED BY THE ParTIcULARs—ParTENTs, 
Drsians, AND Trapr-Marks Act, 1883, s. 29 (6)—R. 8S. 0., LXV., 20 


Adjourned summons on the part of the plaintiff to vary the taxing 
master’s certificate, and that the costs of the suit, so far as related to 
futile attempts to dispute the plaintiff's right to a patent invention, 
should be taxed and set off against the taxed costs of the defendants. 

Kay, J., said this was a patent action which had been dismissed, with 
costs, on the ground of non-infringement. The defendant had denied in- 
fringement and the validity of the patent. The court did not give any 
certificate as to the particulars of objections of the defendant under eec- 
tion 29 of the Patents Act, 1883, and did not express any opinion as to 
whether they were reasonable or proper. The defendant could not get 
the costs of those particulars, but the plaintiff now said that these pro- 
ceedings of the defendants had caused him considerable costs in en- 
deavouring to meet them, and that those costs should be allowed to him, 
and set off against the defendant’s costs under ord. 65, r. 20. The con- 
dition precedent for that relief was a disallowance by the court or the 
taxing master of the costs of the defendant as being vexatious, improper, 
or unnecessary. The taxing master said that he had disallowed the costs 
of the particulars of objections because the ‘defendant had not obtained 
the proper certificate. If the court had o- a certificate the plaintiff 
would not be entitled to costs occasioned by these objections; there was 
no certificate, and that was the only reason why the taxing master had 
disallowed these costs. The condition precedent to the right of set-off, 
therefore, failed, and the summons must be dismissed, with costs.— 
CounsEL, Marten, Q.0., and Swinfen Hady; Aston, QO., and Chadwyck 
Healey. Soxrcrrors, Francis § Johnson; Robinson, Prestcn, § Stow, for A. 
Pointon, Birmingham. 


Re WHITTEN, KING v. WHITIEN—North, J., 13th February, 


Wiit—Constrrvuction—Remorenrss—Girr To OLAss CONDITIONALLY ON 
ATTAINING TWENTY-FIVE. 


The question in this case was, whether a gift by will of the residuary 
estate of the testatrix was void for remoteness. The testatrix devised her 
real estate, and bequeathed the residue of her personal estate, to trustees, 
upon trust for sale and conversion, and, after making certain ments, 
to hold the residue of the proceeds of sale in truet for all the dren of 
her son H., ‘‘ who, being sons or a son, shall attain, or shall have attained, 
the age of twenty-five years, or, being daughters or a daughter, shall attain, 
or shall have attained, that age, or marry, or have married, under that 
age, in equal shares, and, if there shall be only one such child, the whole 
to be in trust for that one child; provided always, that, if any child or 
children of my son H., shall die in my lifetime, or before he, she, or they 





shall attain the age of twenty-five years, leaving a child or children who, 
being a son or sons, 8 the age of twenty-five years, or, being a 
daughter or daughters, shall attain or marry under that age, then and in 
every such case the last-mentioned child or children shall take (and, if more 
than one, equally between them) the share or re ive shares which his, 
her, or their parent or respective parents would have taken of and in the 
said residuary moneys, if such parent or parents had attained the age of 
twenty-five years.” in case there should be no child or issue of a 
deceased child or children of H. who should live to acquire a vested 
interest in the fund, the testatrix declared trusts thereof for other 8. 
H. survived the testatrix, and he was her sole next of kin. One child of his 
had died in her lifetime at the age of ten. At the date of her death H. had 
five children living, three sons and two daughters. The eldest son had 
attained twenty-five; the other four children were under twenty-five, and 
the daughters were both unmarried. It was argued that, as one of the 
children of H. had attained twenty-five at the death of the testatrix, the 
class of children capable of taking would be then ascertained, and its 
number could not be enn | enlarged: Gillman v. Dauni (3 K. & J. 
48). Consequently, on the authority of Picken v. Matthews (10 Ch. D. 264), 
the gift was not void for remoteness, but was a valid gift to such of the 
children of H. who were living at the death of the testatrix and who 
should attain twenty-five, or, if daughters, marry under that age. The 
proviso which introduced the grandchildren of H. into the class might be 
rejected. 

Norrn, J., held that the gift was void for remoteness, He agreed that 
the authorities cited shewed that, if the gift had stopped before the 
proviso, the gift to the children of H. would have been valid. But the 
effect of the proviso was to make the class who were to take consist of 
children and issue of deceased children of H. who should attain twenty- 
five. Until a child of a deceased child of H. had attained twenty-five it 
would be impossible to say of whom the class would consist, and that 
might not happen till too remote a period.—Counsgi, Farwell ; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Gresvenor Woods; Everstt, Q.0., and Bramwell Davis. 
Soricrrors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co ; Snell, Son, § Greenip. 


BIDWELL v. HOLDEN—North, J., 12th February. 


Manpatory Ixsuncrion—Form or Orper—Restoration or Fence 
WRONGFULLY PULLED DOWN—UNEDUCATED DgrenDANT. 


A question was raised in this case as to the proper mode of pais a 
mandatory injunction, the object of which was to compel the defendant 
(an uneducated man) to restore a fence which he had wrongfull 
destroyed. The plaintiff was the owner in fee of a plot of land, wh 
had been allotted in the year 1815 to his predecessor in title under the 
provisions of an inclosure Act. The defendant was the tenant of an 
adjoining plot of land, which had been allotted under the same Act to one 
E. The award of the Commissioners who made the‘allotments ordered 
that E. should make, and that she and her heirs and assigns should for ever 
thereafter maintain and keep in good repair, the fence between her plot and 
the plot allotted to the plaintiff. The fence was to consist of a ditch, a 
bank, and a hedge on the bank. The defendant had broken down the 
hedge, removed the bank, and filled up the ditch, between his plot and 
the plaintiff's. By this action the plaintiff sought an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from permitting the fence to remain taken down or 
removed. ‘The defendant had not entered an appearance to the writ. A 
statement of claim had been filed, and the action came on for trial upon 
motion for judgment. The defendant did not appear. 

Norn, J., said that, as the defendant was in a humble position in life, 
it would be better to make a positive order that he should do the act 
which it was intended to compel him to do—viz., to restore the fence— 
than to make an order in the negative form, restraining him from permit- 
ting the fence to remain as it was. An order in the negative form might, 
in such a case, lead to misapprehension. His lordship recollected a similar 
case in which Jessel, M R., had made an order in the positive form. He 
should order the defendant to restore and replace the bank, ditch, and 
hedge, which he had broken down and removed, and to maintain and 
keep the same in good repair during the continuance of his lease.— 
Counset, Dibdin. Soxicrror, Conrad Fitch. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


STUBBS v. THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS—I3th February. 


Pun.ic Prosscuror—Lianuty to Pax Costs—30 & 31 Vier. c 35, s. 2— 
42 & 43 Vicr. c. 22, s. 7. 


The question which arose in this case was as to the liability of the Public 
Prosecutor to pay the costs of certain criminal proceedings which had 
been taken up by him after the finding of a true bill against the accused. 
The facts were, shortly, these:--One Gustling charged two persons, 
Stubbs and Irving (the present plaintiffs), with conspiracy, 
alderman’s to commit, had himself bound over to prosecute under 
the Vexatious Indictments Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 17). The grand jury at 
the Central Criminal Court found a true bill against both defendants. 
The Public Prosecutor then intervened and took up the case, The defend- 
ants were e 
the costs of all the proceedings. ended on 
he was not liable to pay for the costs after the finding of the true bill. 

Cave, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said that the question 
was whether the order of the Central Criminal Court, that the Director of 
Public Prosecutions should to Stubbs and Irving the sum of £164 17s. 
costs, was good, It was to be properly made under 30 & 31 Vict. 
c. 35, 8, 2, which enacted that whenever any bill of indictment should be 
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ferred to any grand jury under the provisions of the Act 22 & 23 
ict. c. 17 against any person who had not been committed to, or 
detained in custody, or bound by recognizance to answer such indictment, 
and the person accused thereby should be acquitted, thereon it should be 
lawful for the court before which such indictment should be tried, in 
its discretion, to direct and order that the a or other person by or 
at whose instance such indictment should have been preferred should 
y unto the accused person the just and reasonable costs, &c , conse- 
quent upon the preferring of such bill of indictment. Section 7 of 42 & 
43 Vict. c. 22 provided that where the Director of Public Prosecutions 
had taken up acase it should not be necessary that anyone should be 
bound over to prosecute, and anyone who had been so bound over or had 
given security for costs should be released from his obligation on the 
director undertaking the case, and the director should be liable to costs 
in lieu of such person. It was clear that no order such as the one in 
uestion could have been made under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35 alone against 
e Director of Public Prosecutions, since he was not the person ‘‘ by or 
at whose instance ’’ the indictment was preferred. But the concluding 
words of section 7 of 42 & 43 Vict. c. 22 were relied on. Looking, how- 
ever, at the grammatical construction of those words, they must be taken 
to impose no liability on the Director of Public Prosecutions other than 
that from which the original prosecutor was relieved by the preceding 
words—that was the costs for which he was liable under his security. 
The words relied upon ought to be so read rather than as imposing on the 
Director of Public Prosecutions a liability greater than that from which 
the original prosecutor had just been released, and so to give the original 
cutor an immunity which there was nothing in the preceding words 
to shew that he was intended to have. It was said that it was unreason- 
able that the original prosecutor should remain liable for costs when he 
had lost all control over the conduct of the prosecution. That argument 
would have more force if the liability to costs followed an acquittal 
automatically. But it did not. The court was to make the order ‘‘in 
ite discretion.”’ The object of the section was to discourage vexatious 
indictments, and it was far more reasonable that in such a case as the 
present the liability should remain with those who preferred the in- 
dictment than that it should be transferred to the Director of 
Public Prosecutions, whose action in undertaking a prosecution already 
commenced and taking up a bill already found the Legislature could not 
have wished to discourage. Ifthe ground of the acquittal was that the 
prosecution was vexatious in its inception, there was no good reason 
why the original prosecutor should be relieved of the costs merely 
because, in the interests of justice, the Director of Public Prosecutions 
thought it right to intervene. If that were not the ground of the acquittal, 
but the prosecation failed from the difficulty of proving the case, that 
would be a reason, not why the Director of Public Prosecutions should 
pay the costs, but why the defendants should not have costs given to 
them at all. Unless it were shewn that the prosecution was vexatious or 
frivolous the court, in the proper exercise of its discretion, weuld 
decline to give the defendant his costs. It was not necessary to consider 
the wider question, whether an order under 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35 could, 
in any case, be made on the Director of Public Prosecutions. In this case 
it could not be made for the reasons given, and judgment. must be for 
the defendant. A. L. Situ, J.,concurred. Judgment for the defendant — 
Counset, Finlay, Q.C., Besley, and Wiilles Chitty ; Sir R. B. Webster, A.G., 
Danckwertz, and Avory. Sotictrons, C. Humphreys & Son; The Solicitor to 
the Treasury. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez porte BARNETI, Re TAMPLIN & SON—Q. B Div., 17th February. 


Buu or Sare—‘Trve Owner’’—PartnersHip—OonveyANCE RY ONE 
Pantwer or Wuote Property—Vatipiry as to Morrty—Bitts or 
Sate Act, 1882, s. 5. 


Several important points were raised in this case under the Bills of Sale 

. The case was an appeal from an order of the county court judge at 
Pontypridd declaring that the title of one Louis Barnett under a bill of 
sale to certain goods was bad, and directing him to pay their value to the 
trustee. The krupts were father and son, an’ in June, 1888, the 
father obtained from ett, who is a money lender, the sum of £60 as 
a pt me his stock-in-trade, for which he executed a bill of sale. On 
the ptcy the trustee sought to set aside this bill of sale, on the 
ground that the goods covered by the bill of sale were partnership goods, 
it being alleged that in 1885 the son joined his father in his business as a 
butcher, since which time the business had been carried on in partner- 
The bill of sale holder now appealed from the order of the county 

court judge setting aside the bill of sale, it be contended on his 
behslt that there was no evidence that the g specified in the 
schedule to the bill of sale were partnership goods, and, further, that, 
even if they were, the bankrupts and their trustee in bankruptcy were 
estopped from setting up any such defence, both the bankrupts being 
aware that the money was being lent on these goods. On behalf of the 
trustee it ear gire that bp was ample — that the goods 
were ip property. and that the grantor, being a partn 
not the ‘true owner” of cither the whole or a moiety at the pa: 
property within the meaning of section 5 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. 


Tux Covur (Cave and A. L. Sutru, JJ.) modified the order made in 
county court. Cave, J., said that the two bankrupts appeared to have 
carrying on business together as butchers, and were made bankrupt 
in that business. The business was begun by the father in 1884, and t 
son joined him in 1885. In 1886 they were in want of money, and there- 
upon the father applied to the appellant to adyance money on a bill of 
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sale. A bill of sale was prepared, by which certain property alleged to 
be partnership property was charged with the repayment of the £60 
borrowed by the father. The first contention raised was that there was 
not, in fact, a partnership between the father and the son, or, if there 
were, it did not extend the goods which were the subject of the bill of 
sale. There was great difficulty in ascertaining what actually took place 
before the county court judge; but there seemed to be circumstances 
which would justify the court in coming to the conclusion that there was a 

artnership. ‘Two points were important on that head—namely, that 
n 1885, when the son joined the father, the father and son joined 
in mortgaging certain property to raise money to put it into the 
firm, and, secondly, that in 1886 bills were printed the heading of which 
shewed that the business was a partnership one. The point that there 
was no partnership therefore failed. That being so, it was admitted by 
the respondent that by the common law, and apart from the Bills of Sale 
Act, the bill of sale holder would have a good title. Two partners 
wanted money for partnership purposes, and agreed to raise this money 
by mortgaging property to the bill of sale holder as if the property were 
the sole property of the elder partner. That it was admitted, apart from 
the Bills of Sale Act, would give the grantee of the bill of sale a good 
title as to the whole. There was no necessity to dea) with the doctrine of 
estoppel as against the younger, because it was a fact that, being a part- 
ner, he did assent to the bill of sale to raiie money for partnership 
purposes, and that would be strong evidence of authority from him to the 
elder bankrupt to execute the bill of sale and transfer the joint property 
to the bill of sale holder, which would be sufficient to give him a good 
title if the matter had stood at common Jaw. But the respondent relied 
upon section 5 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, which provided that a bill 
of sale should be void, except as against the grantor, in respect of any 
personal chattels of which the grantor was not the ‘‘ true owner’’ at the 
time of the execution of the bill of sale. The marginal note to that section 
shewed that what was in the mind of the Legislature when that section 
was passed was that a bill of sale should not affect after-acquired pro- 
perty, but the terms were general enough to cover a case like the present 
one. The real question was, what was the meaning of that section, and 
to what extent it applied where one of two partners executed a bill of 
sale of partnership property purporting to convey not his moiety, but the 
whole of it. The court could not agree that it empowered the owner of 
any share of the partnership property, however small, to execute a bill of 
sale of the whole of the partnership property, which would be good under 
the section against the trustee and the creditors. The words “‘ true 
owner’ in section 5 were used in their natural, and not in an artificial 
sense. They meant what an ordinary man would understand by them— 
namely, that the man must at the time be the true owner of the goods 
he purported to convey. It did not follow that because he was the true 
owner, subject to some lien or some equitable right, that he ceased to be 
the true owner since the words were used in a popular sense. The exist- 
ence of a right of that kind did not prevent the true owner parting with 
his interest, and that was very much the condition of the partner here. 
The two partners were in want of money for partnership purposes, and 
if the two partners had joined, the bill of sale would be good, so, in the 
same way, the elder bankrupt was, within the meaning of the section, the 
true owner of his moiety and the younger bankrupt the true owner of 
his moiety. This was a conveyance by the elder bankrupt of the whole, 
and so of bis half, and where one partner alone conveyed, even though he 
conveyed the whole, he was still the true owner of his own moiety, though 
not the true owner of the other moiety. 1t was, no doubt, desirable that 
the grantor should be the true owner of the things conveyed, and if a 
man put up some other person as being the owner and gave a bill of sale 
in a name not his own section 5 would not be complied with. But 
where, as in the present case, there were two true owners each the owner 
of a moiety, when one conveyed the whole, so far as the moiety was con- 
cerned he was the true owner of that moiety, though not the owner of 
the other part. The county court judge was, therefore, wrong in order- 
ing the bill of sale holder to pay back the whole of the money, and the 
proper order would be that he should retain one-half and pay over to the 
trustee the other half. A. L. Smrru, J., concurred, and said that it was 
argued that as soon as the fact of the partnership was made out the bill 
of sale was in toto void. Assuming one partner became an execution 
debtor in the case of two partners, the sheriff went in and seized the un- 
divided moiety of that partner. Here the father had an undivided 
moiety of the partnership property, and was the ‘‘ true owner’’ of that 
undivided moiety within the meaning of section 5 of the Bills of Sale 
Act.—Counset, Bigham, Q0., and Glascodyne; Channell, QO, and 
Benson, Soxscrrons, H, Smith § Co., for B. Barnett, Oardiff ; Crowders § 
Vizard, for W. R. Davies, Pontypridd. 


Ez porte SMITH AND OTHERS, Re SMITH & SONS—Q. B. Div., 
13th February. ms 


Bankrurptcy—Proor—Resection wy Trustsse—ArreaL— JoInpeErR oF 
Arrras From Ssparate Onpers—Practice. 


This was an appeal from three orders made by the county court judge 
at Nottingham affirming the rejection by the trustee in the bankruptcy of 
three proofs tendered against the bankrupt’s estate. On the case coming 
on for hearing, however, an objection was taken by,the court that, without 
avy order for consolidation, what were in reality three appeals had been 
jon together, and it was pointed out that by so doing the Government 

been deprived of fees in pees of two stamps, amounting to 5s, each, 

on two notices of appeal, while the appellants escaped payment of two 
te of £20 each on the appeals. 

ue Cover (Cave and A. L. Smiru, J.J.) refused to hear the appeal. 

Cave, J., said that if what had been done was an experiment, it wag one 
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OE: See 
which the court could not allow. The additional money must be paid, and 
the case must be adjourned in order that that might be done. A. L. 
Swirn, J., concurred.—Oovunssx, Sidney Woolf, Q.O., and M’Cullagh; 
E. Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Herbert Reed. Soxtcrrors, H. Rumney; Lee, 
Ockerby, § Everington, for E. Fraser, Nottingham. 


Ex parte LOWE, Re LOWE—Q, B. Div., 13th February. 


BankrRupTtcy—APPEAL AGAINST Recetving OrpER—TENDER OF PeTITIONING 
Orepiror’s Dent AFTER AcT OF BAaNKRUPpTCY—RiIGHT OF CREDITOR TO 
REFUSE PAYMENT—BankRrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, suB-sEcTION 1(g), AND 8. 6. 


An important question was raised in this case as to whether a debtor, 
after an act of bankruptcy has been committed by him, can, by tendering 
payment of a debt to one creditor, prevent bankruptcy proceedings being 
taken against him, founded in part upon the debt so tendered. On the 
20th of March, 1889, a bankruptcy notice was served upon the debtor in 
respect of a debt for £9, on failure to comply with the terms of which 
notice a bankruptcy petition was on the 23rd of April, 1889, presented 
against the debtor by five creditors whose debts amounted to £54. Be- 
fore the hearing of the petition, however, the debtor paid to one of the 
petitioning creditors his debt of £10, and the petition was in consequence 
dismissed. On the 22nd of May, 1889, a tender of their debt of £25 4s. 
was made to another creditor, Messrs. Hayes, Candy, & Oo., who refused to 
receive if, and on the 27th of May a second bankruptcy petition was pre- 
sented against the debtor by Messrs, Hayes, Candy, & Oo. and a Mr. 
Bendit, the aggregate debts amounting to £50 8s. lod. , and founded on the 
act of bankruptcy committed on the 20th of March, in the failure of the 
debtor to comply with the terms of the bankruptcy notice. Objection was 
taken by the debtor to this petition mainly on the ground that he had 
made a valid tender of their debt to Messrs. Hayes, Candy, & Oo. before 
the petition was presented, and that, therefore, there was no sufficient 
petitioning creditor’s debt, but the county court — made a receiving 
order against the debtor, and from that order the debtor now appealed. 

Tue Oourr (Cave and A. L. Smirn, JJ.), dismissed the appeal. 
Cave, J., said that not only was the registrar right in making the 
receiving order, but he would have done very wrong if he had not 
made it. It was quite obvious that the debtor was a person of a slippery 
nature, who would not pay his creditors if he could avoid it. An act of 
bankruptcy had been committed upon a small debt of £9, which shewed 
the position of the debtor, and when advantage was taken of that act of 
bankruptcy by some creditors whose debts together amounted to £50 to 
present a petition, the debtor went and paid one debt in full and so defeated 
those bankruptcy proceedings. Another combination was formed, how- 
ever, composed of one creditor to the former petition and another who 
had not joined in it, and thereupon the debtor tried the same thing over 
again. He approached one creditor and tendered his debt, which was very 
properly refused. It was obvious that what the debtor did was done solely 
for the purpose of preventing the proceedings being gone on with, and the 
creditor was perfectly justified in refusing to accept the money. Even 
assuming it to be the fact that the money was duly tendered, the creditor 
had clearly a right to refuse it. Several cases had been cited the princi- 
ple of which applied to the present one, that principle being that at the 
time the debtor tendered the money he had committed an act of bank- 
ruptcy, and it might be the money was not his to tender at all, and if he 
became bankrupt within three months the creditor might have to pay 
the money back again. The court had had occasion more than once to 
tell people that they ought not to take money from a man who had com- 
mitted an act of bankruptcy, at any rate until the three months durivg 
which he could be made bankrupt had elapsed. Vor example, there had 
frequently been before the court the caee of a trustee under a deed of 
arrangement who had meddled with the bankrupt’s estate after the act of 
bankruptcy committed, and before the three months had elapsed, and 
when a petition had been presented and a receiving order made, 
persons who had so dealt with the property had in vain applied to the 
court for consideration. The court had felt obliged to say that, the act of 
bankruptcy being known, the property ought not to have been touched, 
and no matter what such trustee said, he invariably had to restore any 
money £0 received and to pay the costs. It was quite clear that the 
creditor had the right—not to say that it was his duty—to refuse an offer 
made under such circumstances, and no objection could be taken to the 
receiving order on that ground. A. L. Smrrn, J., concurred.—Covunss1, 
Hextall; Herbert Reed. Soxscrrors, Page $ Scorer, for P. R. Truman, Not- 
tingham ; Clinton § Buckley, for Green § Williams, Nottingham. 


Er parte THE MEXICAN SANTA BARBARA MINING CO., Re PERKINS— 
O. A. No. 1, 14th February. 


Bankruptcy Pxrrition—‘*Szcursp Oreprror’?—OBsLIGATION TO GIVE 
up ok vALUE Sgcurrry—Oompany—Lien on Suargs For Dent pur 
FROM SHARRHOLDER—Orstur Quz Trust or SHarss—Bankrurrcy Act, 
1883, ss. 6, 168, 

This was an ®p eal from the dismissal by Mr. Registrar Linklater of a 
bankruptcy petition presented against Perkins, on the grouvd that the 
petitioning creditors, a joint-stock company, were secured creditors of 
the debtor, and that they had not, in accordance with section 6 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, valued their security, or stated that they were willing 
to give it up for the benefit of the creditors in the event of the debtor 
being adjudged bankrupt. The company’s articles of association pro- 
vided that the company might, without assigning any reason, decline to 
register any transfer of shares made by a member who was indebted to 
them ; and also that the company should have a firat and paramount lien 
on all shares ‘for all moneys due to the company from the registered 
holder or holders thereof, or other the persons for the time being entitled 
thereto as againat the company, cither alone or jointly with any other 





person or persons, and may enforce such lien by forfeiture and sale of 
the shares on which such lien may attach.” One Dickey was the - 
tered holder of a large number of shares in the company. On the 5thof 
May, 1888, Perkins (the debtor) brought an action against Dickey and 
the company, claiming from Dickey, by virtue of some agresment be- 
tween himself and Dickey, shares in the company to the value of £23,000, 
and claiming an injunction to restrain the jes ig! from allo any 
transfer of Dickey’s shares except to the plaintiff. On the 15th of May, 
1888, Dickey executed transfers to other persons of all the shares which 
were registered in his name. The transfers were sent in to the company 
for registration, but they refused to register them, on the ground that 
Dickey was indebted to them in an amount exceeding the value of the 
shares, and the transfers were not registered. On the 8th of April, 1889, 
judgment was given in the action, by which it was declared that Di a 
was a trustee for Perkins of shares in the company of the value claim 
and it was adjudged that Perkins do recover against Dickey shares in 
the company to the amount claimed As against the com , the action 
was dismissed, with costs. For the taxed amount of the costs due 
under this order the company presented a bankruptcy petition against 
Perkins, stating in their petition that they held no Ler for their debt 
upon the property of Perkins. The registrar held that they were 
‘*secured creditors ’’ within the meaning of the Act, on the ground that 
Perkins was the owner in equity of the shares, which, by virtue of the 
judgment, Dickey was bound to transfer to him, and that, by the articles 
of association, the company were entitled to a lien on that equitable 
interest for the debt which Perkins owed them. The petition was 
accordingly dismissed. 

Tur Covat (Lord Cotzriver, 0.J., Lord Esusr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) 
reversed the decision, aad made a receiving order. Lord Coterrpasr, C J., 
said that it was extremely important to throw no doubt on the principle that 
companies had nothing todo with the relations which existed between trustees 
and cestuis que trustent as tosbares. They could = have regard to the 
person whose name was on the register as the shareholder, and if he was a 
trustee they need not take notice of his cestui que trust. To throw doubt 
on that principle would be to suggest qualifications which would involve 
companies in a ae difficulties in carrying on their business. No 
relations existed between the company and Perkins, and they had no lien 
on the shares as against him. Their lien, if any, was a lien on the shares 
as against Dickey. The definition of a secured creditor in section 163 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was ‘‘ a person holding a mortgage, charge, or 
lien on the property of the debtor as a security for a debt due to him 
from the debtor.’* Here the debt was due from Perkins, and the lien was on 
the shares of Dickey. The company, therefore, were not secured creditors 
of Perkins within the meaning of the Act. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that 
the law undoubtedly enabled companies to ignore the rights of a cestui que 
trust of shares. And it was impossible to say that the lien which the 
company had on the shares of Dickey was a security for a debt due to 
them from Perkins. Fay, L.J., said that by the —— articles of 
association they had a ount lien on all shares for debts due to them 
by registered shareholders and by other persons entitled to shares as 
against the company. Perkins was not the registered owner of the shares, 
and he was not ‘entitled to them as agaiast the company,” although he 
was entitled to them as against Dickey. It was the policy of the Com- 
panies Acts to relieve companies from any obligation to take notice of 
trusts. The words ‘‘persons entitled to the shares as agaiost the 
company’’ would include executors and administrators of a deceaced 
shareholder, and the trustee in bankruptcy of a shareholder, and a person 
who had obtained judgment against the company, ¢ g., under section 35 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, declaring him eutitied to shares, but they would 
not include a cestui gue trust of shares.—Covnset, Barnes, QC., and Fate 
Lee; Poley. Soxrcrrors, Francis ¢ Johnson ; E. Kimber. 








Solicitors’ Cases 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR SIX 
MONTHS. 
14th February.—Ricuarp Scupamore (130, Trinity-road, Upper Toot- 
ing). 





County Courts. 


WHITE AND WIFE v. CROSIECK AND WIFE—Brompton, 27th January. 


Lianmity ror MuskeprResgNTaTION RY Marriaep Woman — Manarrep 
Women’s Prorgrty Act, 1882, s. 1, sun-sxctton 2. 


Judge Sronor delivered judgment in this case as follows :—In this case 
the plaintiffs claimed £50 damages for representations made by the de- 
fendants on the sale of a bread, » and vision business. The 
evidence for the plaintiffs was as follows :—The tiffs saw an advertise- 
ment in a newspaper offering the business in question for 
stating that ‘‘the bread business alone produced a profit of £2 hy 
The business was thc husband's, and he had authorized an agent to 
advertise it as above ; the plaintiffs also saw the wife, wio confirmed the 
statement as to the profit on the bread business, and a written agreement 
was thereupon entered into for the purchase of the business by the 
plaintiffs for £110 Mts to there being a 


alone of £2 he purchase was duly co but subse- 
ag it ap that the bread business al uding the sale of 
our, did not produce the above At the a verdict was entered 
by consent for the plaintiffs for as against the husband, and also as 


against the wife, who is possessed of soparate property, subject to the 
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question whether the defendants were liable ‘‘in tort’’ for the misrepre- 
sentation made by her, which I have since considered. The remarkable 
case of Wright v. Leonard and Wife (30 L. J. C. P. 365), to which I referred 
at the trial, appeared to be exactly in point. There it was decided that 
no action was maintainable for a misrepresentation by a married woman 
that the signature to a bill of exchange was in her husband’s writing, 
althougk the plaintiff had been thereby induced to advance money on the 
bill, upon the ground that no action could be brought for such misrepresen- 
tation ‘‘in contract,”’ therefore it ought not to be allowed ‘‘in tort.’”’ The 
court was nevertheless divided in opinion, Erle, L.C.J., and Byles, J., being 
in favour of the defendants, for whom judgment was entered, and Willes 
and Williams, JJ., in favour of the plaintiff. Section 1, sub-section 2, of 
the Married Women’s Property Act appears, however, to have altered the 
law in this respect, and, so to speak, to have overruled the case of Wright 
v. Leonard and Wife, as it provides that a married woman shall be capable 
of “ suing and being sued in contract, tort, or otherwise, in all respects 
as if she were a feme sole,”’ and that ‘*‘ damages or costs recovered against 
her shall be payable out of her separate property,’’ and as a feme sole can 
of course be sued both ‘‘in contract’’ and ‘‘in tort’’ for misrepresenta- 
tion, it follows that a married woman and her husbard can now be sued 
“in tort’’ for misrepresentation by her, and that the defendants in the 
present case are both liable for the wife’s misrepresentation. The verdict 
must therefore be entered against the wife, in respect of her separate 
property, as well as against the tusband. Judgment accordingly. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
CARDIFF AND DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 24th ult., when Mr. 
Ivor Vacuk 1, the president, delivered an address, in which, discussing the 
legislation and attempted legislation of last session, he said: At the com- 
mencement of the year of my office a measure came into force by the provisions 
of which the High Court of Justice has been relieved of a very large amount 
of work. I refer to 51 & 52 Vict.c.43. Pursuant to sections 65 and 66 of 
this statute within six months of the Act coming into force 687 actions of 
contract and 73 of tort were remitted from the Figh Court for trial in 
the county courts. This is only the commencement, I believe, of a consider- 
ably extended jurisdiction which will be given to county courts. I have 
never been able to understand why these courts should possess jurisdic- 
tion up to large amounts in difficult and abstruse bankruptcy, equity, and 
admiralty cases without a corresponding common law jurisdiction. It is 
anomalous that a tradesman cannot issue a plaint in a county court for 
his bill of £60 for goods supplied or work done, but that a merchant may 
require a county court under its admiralty jarisdiction to investigate a com- 
apa meicantile dispute involving a claim of some hundreds of pounds. 

is a state of things which in these progressive days will not I think 
be allowed to long continue, and at no distant date we may expect to see 
an extended commen law jurisdiction given to the county courts, with a 
consequent decentralization of legal work from our metropolis into the 
counties. In France every case is tried in the district in which the cause 
of action arises, and the courts of first instance there have (subject to an 
appeal to the district appeal courts) jurisdiction to try any case, whatever 
is the amount involved, or the nature of the claim. In briefly dealing 
with the legi-lation of the past year I would first and foremost refer to a 
measure which may vitally affect us as a profession. Although it failed to 
od through Parliament last session it is stated that it will be brought 
orward by the Lord Chancellor next session as a Government measure, and 
without the amendments appended to it during the past three sessions. I 
need bardly say that I refer to the Land Transfer Bill. This Bill has in 
one form or another been three times presented to Parliament. Last 
session after passing its third reading in the House of Lords it came to an 
end by a very narrow majority upon a motion to omit certain clauses. To 
the primary object of the Bill I think that we as a profession probably 
have no objection, but it is the compulsory form of the measure we object 
to—the making a new and untried system of conveyancing compulsory, If 
proves the proposed new system of conveyancing to be a 
beneficial one, compulsion will not be necessary. What has been felt by 
the great body of solicitors,.as represented by the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and the committees of the provincial societies, is 
that it would be a hardship upon them, and npon the public to make a 
new system of conveyancing absolutely compulsory when the advantages 
given by Lord Cairns’ Land Transfer Act of 1875 and his Acts of 1881 
and 1882 to make such achange unnecessary. These conveyancing 
statutes Lord Cairns were in their nature not compulsory, but as 
soon as they became law it was perceived that the proposed shortened forms 
of conveyances and mortgages were improvements, and the consequence 
has been that such abbreviated forms are now universally used. Should a 
Land Transfer Bill find its way into the statute book, I think you will all 
agree with me that it must, for our protection, contain a clause that trans- 
fers shall only be carried through by the parties to them, or by duly qualified 
solicitors on their behalf. Provincial law societies are a great aid to the 
Law Society in taking measures to effect the introduction 

into a Bill of a clause such as this. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :--- 

Members.—Thete ate now uinety-one members and ten subscribers to 
the library. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—Your committee followed the Land Transfer 
Bill through its ch«quered course last year, and though it was ultimately 
withdrawn by the Lord Chancellor, still it is stated that it wil] be taken 





—— 
up as a Government measure during next session. Already movements 
are taking place with the object of watching the progress of the Bill, ang 
some very able observations on it have been published by Mr. N. 7 
Lawrence, a member of the Incorporated Law Society for the Uniteg 
Kingdom. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


LiverPoon Law Srupents’ Assocration.—Feb. 17.—A debate took place 
on the following subject:—‘‘If a woman, married in 1886, purchases 
property, and has it conveyed to her child, will the child hold bene. 
ficially ?’’ The affirmative was supported by Messrs. Hood, Magee, Lock. 
wood, Martin, and Byrne. The negative was supported by Messrs. Priest, 
Lloyd, McMaster, and Todd. The question was decided in the affirmative 
by a majority of five. 

Law Srupents’ Depatine Sociery.—Feb. 18—Mr. Douglas in the chair, 
—The debate, ‘‘ That this society disapproves of the policy of the Govern. 
ment,’’ was opened by Mr. Herbert Smith in the affirmative. He was sup- 
ported by Messrs. E. J. Harvey and J. W. Blagg, and opposed by Messrs, 
J. D. Crawford, Windsor, Watson, Leslie, Williams, Newton, Crouch, 
G. G. Douglas, and ~~ Mr, Foden Pattinson replied for Mr, 
Smith, and on a division the motion was lost by a majority of eight. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Tuomas Wiiu1am Oakey, solicitor, of Monmouth, died on the 30th 
ult., at the age of seventy-one. Mr. Oakley was admitted a solicitor in 
1839, and for nearly fifty years he had carried on a large practice at 
Monmouth. He was a perpetual commissioner for Monmouthshire, and 
he was a magistrate for the borough of Monmouth. He was formerlya 
member of the Monmouth Town Council. Mr. Oakley was also a member 
of a large banking firm at Monmouth. His son, Mr. Thomas Robert 
Oakley, is now town clerk of Monmouth and registrar of the Monmouth 
County Court. 


Mr. Epmunp Peacuey, solicitor, of Chichester, died on the 28th ult, 
at the age of seventy-three. Mr. Peachey was admitted a solicitor in 
1841, and he had since had a large practice at Chichester. He was 
formerly a member of the Chichester Town Council. In 1872 he was 
elected clerk of the peace for the city, but he resigned that office a few 
months ago, on account of failing health. Mr. Peachey was also clerk to 
the West Sussex Commissioners of Sewers. 


Mr. Joszru Ruscomse Poors, solicitor, of Bridgwater and Weston- 
super- Mare, died on the 9th inst. in his seventy-second year. Mr. Poole 
was the son of Mr. Joseph Ruscombe Poole, solicitor. He was admitted 
asolicitor in 1841. He was formerly in partnership with his father, then 
with his brother, the late Mr. Gabriel Stone Poole, and more recently with 
his son, Mr. Walter Joseph Ruscombe Poole. The firm are joint clerks 
to the St. John’s Burial Board, and also to the Lower Axe, Stockland, 
King’s Sedgmoor, and Carey Valley District Drainage Boards. Mr. Poole 
was a perpetual commissioner for Somersetshire, and he had a large private 
practice both at Bridgwater and at Weston-super-Mare. He was buried 
at Clevedon on the 13th inst. 


Mr. Ricnarp Marnrack, solicitor (of the firm of Hodge, Hockin, & 
Marrack), of Truro, died on the 12th inst. Mr. Marrack was admitted a 
solicitor in 1855, and he had been for many years a member of the firm of 
Hodge, Hockin, & Marrack. Mr. Marrack had an extensive county court 
practice in the district. He was clerk to the Truro Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority. His private ee was extensive, his firm having been for 
many years solicitors to Lord Falmouth. 


Mr, Wit11am Gnrimwoop Tayrtor, solicitor, of Derby, died on the 11th 
inst. from pleuro-pneumonia, in his seventy-ninth year. Mr. Taylor was 
the eldest son of Mr. Samuel La ey solicitor. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1832, having been articled to his father, with whom he was for 
several years in partnership. He practised for many years in John-street, 
Bedford-row, where he bad an extensive agency business. About thirty 
years ago he removed to Derby, where be became associated with the late 
Mr. James oe who was district probate registrar at Derby. He 
was subsequen oF saen by his son, Mr. Adolphus Grimwood ‘Taylor, 
and Mr. Charles Weaver was for a short time a member of the firm. Mr. 
Taylor had es! filied the post vol jenny of the Derby Incorporated 
Law Society. He had been for several years a widower, and he leaves one 
son and one daughter. 


Mr. James Lonmen, LL D., Professor of Public Law in the University 
of Edinburgh, who died at Edinburgh on the 13th inst. from pleurisy, in 
his seventy-second year, was educated at the University of Edinburgh, 
and he was admitted a member of the faculty of advocates in Scotland in 
1845. He was author of treatises on ‘‘ The Institutes of Law” and ‘‘ The 
Institutes of the Law of Nations.” In 1862 he was appointed Professor 
of Public Law in the University of Edinburgh, and he held that office 
until his death. Professor Lorimer was and honorary LL.D. of the 
University of Glasgow, and in 1888 he received a similar honour from 
the University of Bologna, 
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Mr. Ricuanp OrraAwAy Turner, barrister, died at Exeter on the 6th 
inst. Mr. Turner was the eldest son of Mr. Richard Turner. He was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated asa junior 
optime. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1844, 
and he practised as an equity draughtsman and conveyancer. He was the 
joint author, with Mr. Wolstenholme, of the well-known treatises on the 
(onveyancing Acts and the Settled Land Act. He held for several years 
a commission as captain in the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Wittram Orro Apotex Danckxwerts, barrister, has been appointed 
Standing Counsel to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, in succession 
to Mr. Albert Venn Dicey, QO. Mr. Danckwerts is the eldest son of 
Mr. Adolph Victor Danckwerts, and was educated at St. Peter’s College, 
Qambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in July, 1878, 
and he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit. 

Sir Extior Cuartes Bovitt, Ohief Justice of Oyprus, has been 
appointed Ohief Justice of Western Australia. Sir E. Bovill is the fourth 
son of the late Mr. William John Bovill, Q C., and was educated at West- 
minster and Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated third class in Law 
and Modern History in 1871, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Hilary Term, 1873. He was Assistant-Judicial Commissioner of 
Oyprus from 1878 till 1881, and Judicial Commissioner from 1881 till 
1883, when he was appointed Chief Justice of Cyprus. He received the 
honour of knighthood in 1884. 


Mr. Anruurx ALBxANDER Banzs, solicitor, of 62, Mark-lene, and of 
Plaistow, has been elected Vestry Clerk of the parish of West Ham, in 
succession to the late Mr. George Alfred Sedgwick. Mr. Banes was 
admitted a solicitor in 1884. 

Mr. Natuanret Joszrx Hicumors, solicitor, chief clerk in the Solici- 
tors’ Department of the Inland Revenue Office, has been appointed an 
Assistant-Solicitor to the Board of Inland Revenue. 


Mr. Henry Wrve, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been elected President 
of the Nottingham Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Wing was admitted a solicitor in 1851. 

Mr. Wriu1am Braptey, eolicitor, of Cardiff, has been elected President 
of the Cardiff and District Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Bradley was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 

Mr. Gzorce Dennis Day, solicitor (of the firm of Wallingford & Day), 
of Huntingdon and St. Ives, has been elected Town Clerk of the borough 
of St. Ives. Mr. Day is a graduate of St. John’s College, Oambridge. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1885. Mr. Day has also been appointed 
Clerk to the county magistrates at St Ives. Both appvintments were 
held by his father, the late Mr. George Newton Day. 


Mr. Gzorce Haw ey, solicitor, of Longton, has been appointed Clerk to 
the magistrates for that borough in succession to his father, the late Mr. 
George Hulme Hawley. 

Mr. Tuzopore Henry SuvucksurG Oapron, solicitor, of Oundle, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Oundle Burial Board, and Clerk to the 
Kingecliffe Highway Board. Both appointments were held by his partner, 
the late Mr. Edward Oastel Sherard. 


Mr. Ameer Aut, barrister, O.I-E., has been appointed a Judge of the 
High Court of Judicature at Oalcutta, on the resignation of Sir Romesh 
Chunder Mitter. Mr. Justice Ali was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1873. He was for several years chief presidency 
ragistrate at Calcutta, and he was subsequently a member of the council 
of the Governor-General. He was created a companion of the Order of 
the Indian Empire in 1887. 

The Hon. Epwarp Pztrson Tussicer, 0.B., Secretary of Presentations 
to the Lord Chancellor, has been appointed Clerk Assistaut to the House 
of Lords, on the resignation of Mr. Kalph Disraeli. 


Mr. Leonarp Nevitt, solicitor, of No. 5, Furnival’s-inn, London, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
DissoLurTion. 

Grorce Francis Hucorss and Pumie Joun Ruttanp, solicitors 
(Huggins & Rutland), 69 and 89, Chancery-lane, London, and High 
Wycombe, Feb 7. The said Philip John Rutland will continue the 
practice at 69, Chancery-lane, and High Wycombe. [azette, Feb. 14. 


GENERAL, 

The Times states that the Bankru 7 Divisional Court issued on Tuesday 
the following new regulation as to ban ay appeals :—‘‘ From and after 
February 22, 1890, every notice of motion by way of appeal shall state the 
gtounds on which it is contended that the order appealed from is 
erroneous, and any objection that any of such grounds were not taken in 
the court below shall be taken as a preliminary objection before the argu- 
ment on that ground of appeal is commenced.’’ 

It is stated that a Bill, backed by Sir Albert Rollit, Mesers. Asquith, 
Bowen Rowlands, and Warmington, proposes to amend criminal law 
proceedure. Thememorandum onthe Bill says that according to the present 
state of the Jaw, upon the trial of a person for felony, the jury cannot 
separate after he is once given in charge until they have delivered their 
Verdict. This rule does not apply to misdemeanours, and the distinction 

bably arose out of the reasonable jealousy in ancient times (when all 
elonies above the value of 1s. wero at common law punishable with death) 
of the possibility of the jury being — with. In ancient times also, 
even down to the year 1835, when the Prisonors’ Counsel Act passed, 











criminal trials rarely exceeded a day in The distinction now 
existing between felonies and misdemeanours is often hardly more than 
normal, and the t Bill pro to abolish this distinction, and 
allow juries to obtain refreshment. I¢ would also allow persons committed 
on & coroner’s warrant to be taken before a justice of the peace, and would 
estoy F pevesge committed by a coroner to copies of the depositions. There 
are very many misdemeanours in respect of which the courts have no 
power to award the prosecutor and witnesses their costs, and a clause in 
the Bill assimilates the law as to the costs in felonies and misdemeaaours. 
It sometimes transpires in the course of a trial that facts of great import- 
ance with reference to the truth or otherwise of the charge are kuown to 
individuals who are not present, and who are not under recognizance or 
subposna to give evidence, but whose attendance could be secured if the 
further hearing of the case were adjourned, and one of the clauses enables 
the court to direct such persons to be ordered to attend the adjournment 
of the trial, and to direct the trial to be adjourned accordingly. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 
Curry. 








Date. ae, ee 
Monday, Feb....... en Mr. Pemberton Mr. Farmer 
esday .... Ward Rolt 
Wednesday.. Pemberton Farmer 
Thursday .. Ward Rolt 
‘riday ..... Pemberton 
Saturday, March ard Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ Ht. 
Monday, Feb............... 24 Mr. Lavie Mr, Pugh Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday ...... voté Beal Jackson 
Wednesday . 26 Lavie —— Clowes 
Th as a7 Jackson 
Friday ......... 28 Lavie Pugh Clowes 
Sa y, March......... 1 Carrington Beal Jackson 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRrimpay, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LiaiTeD In CHANCER’ 


Y. 

AvUsTEO-HUSGARIAN GOLD Extraction Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 7, to send their names and and the particulars of 
their debts or to Johan Lord, 3, Bucklerabury Friday, March 21, at 11, 
is appointed fr hearing an1 adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

LEIcEsTgR INDUSTRIAL ASSURANCE AND BUILDING Co, Liurrep —Peta for wiad- 
ing up, presented Feb 14, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, 
March 1 Hurrell & Mayo, Queen Victoris st, solors for petner 

LONDON CONSUMERS’ PUsE SANITABY MiLK Co, Lowrrep aeaetiog J, has, by an 
order dated Jan 29, appointed Mr Willie Rowland Walter, 8, Old Jewry, to be 
official liquidator 

NiaGara, Lowirep—North, J, has, by an order dated Jan 30, appointed John 
Hardcastle, 62, 8t Clement's house, Clement’s lane, to be offi liquidator 
Creditors are required, on or before 22, to send theic names and ad- 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts orclaims,totheabove Wednesday, 
April 2, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims 
PaRkER’s ELectTRic WIRE CORPORATION, LIMITED -Creditors are required, on or 
before March 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Mackenzie, [emple chambres. Tem ple aveaus 
R10 DEL Oro GOLD Mings, Limirep —Nortb, J. has. by an order 2 
ui c 


appointed Mr John Francis Clarge, 41, Coleman st, to be official liq 
Sura, Lister, & Co, ED —Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Arthur Hugh Lister, Leytonstone 
THE CONSOLIDATED OREDIT AND MorTGAGE OORPORATION, Liurrep—Creditors 
are required, on or before March 6, to ecad their names and addresses, and the 


culars of their debts or claims, to William Henry Pannell, 13, Basing- 


st 
Tae Dorxinc Steam Launpry Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
heir names and addresses, and soe gectiemess of their 
to Frederick Bargman, 76, South st, D ng Dalton & Jes- 
Clement's solors 





menade, Cneltsnnam 
Ryland & Waghorne, Cheltenham, solrs for liquidator 

Union AGENCY, Liurrep—Petn for windiag up, yy Feb 11, directed to be 
heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Feb 22 Karly & Uo, Gt Winchester st, 


solors for petners 
CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LOOXITED IN CHANCER 


bed Y. 
CLITHEROE JUnILES Mrut Co, Liutrep—Peta for up. ted Dec 12, 
directed to be heard before Bristowe, VC, on Monday, ib Radcliffe, 
Blackburn, solors for eenere ; 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLY ED. 
BrovGHTON INDEPENDENT FRIENDLY Socrery, Grapes Inn, Gerney- Broughton, 


ay I Feb 11 
Jorron SHeperps Lopes, Branch of the Loyal Order of Ancient Shepherds, 
Ashton Unity, Alma Hotel, Bury, Lancaster Feb 12 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
BARNSTAPLE Oo-OPERATIVS Socrsty, Lourrep, Jubilee School, Uross st, Barn- 
staple, Devoa Feb 12 
Bysererenp =e ~Hetr Co-orgrative Society, Loarrep, Battyeford, Mirfield, 
or e 
Bypyton Uo-OPBRATIVS Socrety, Lrurrep, Stores, Chapel yd, Breaston, Derby 
1 


2 
BRYNAMMAN CO-OPBRATIVS AND INDUsTaIAt Socrery, Lincrsv, Brynammw, 
Carmarthen Feb 12 
CHURCRTOWN oe , Sp cumnaine Socrety, Luarrap, Churchtown, 
uu 


So t, Lancaster 
Co OPERATIVES INSTITUTS Socrery, , 115, Cannon st Feb 12 
Socrery 


LIMrrep. 
ow AND Bartow Moor InpusTarat CO-OPERATIVE , Lixcreo 


‘eb 1 
Dovs AND Rarnsow LOAN Soormry, Liwrrep, Dove and Rainbow Inn, Not- 
tingham Feb i 
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FrnsorouGH CO-OPERATIVE SocreTy, LiwireD, Stores, Finborough, Stow- LAMSaRE, Guceetaxes HOTEER. Bossenihe, Southampton. April15. Simpsog, 
market, ——— Feb 12 & Cullingford, Gracechurc! 
GARGRAVE INDUSTRIAL CO-OPERATIVE Society, Liurrep, South st, Gargrave, | WEBSTER, ANN, Alliston ae Vorks. March 9. Whitehead, Pickering 
eo RY | Co-oPERATIVE SocteTy, LIMTEp, 3, Shilby rd, Horn- | M4BSTON, Dr. JoHN WEsTLAND, Euston rd. March10. Weir, Bucklersbury 
castle, Lincoln Feb 12 MonyPENNY, WutLtAM. Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester. 
LEIston IND Co- OPERATIVE SOCIETY, LIMITED, Sizewell rd, Leiston, Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Suffolk Feb 12 ‘. Moss, JOHN, Birkdale, Southport, Gent. Aprili. Chapman & Co, Manchéster 
an au . z oe ee ee nee Se 7 ee 1 Wau, Caemiton: upon Bn ed Manchester, Outfitter 
LowpD AND PRO CIETY ham. arch 25, eshaw arburton ancbhester 
Nottingbam Feb a o EeurrED, Gheem, Lowden, PatMER, Rev CHARLES Gt Torrington, Devon, Clerk. 
Palmer & Co, Trafalga 


MAREFIELD I NDUSTHIAL CO-OPERATIVE Society, Lruirep, High st, Markfield, 
Leicester Feb 1 

MipLaNnD lecgerancn CO-OPERATIVE Society, Liu1rep, 14, Pershore st, Bir- 
mingham Feb 12 

i MARSTON CO-OPERATIVE AND PROVIDENT SOCI8TY, 

Marston, Warwick Feb 12 

RatntTon GATE CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY, LIMITED, Raintcn Gate, Fence Houses, 

Durham Feb 12 


LunorTepD, Priors 


Ww | a CO-OPERATIVE SocrgtTy, LIMITED, Emmett Carr lane, 
ee teeny ln Feb 12 
TIVE SOcIETY, LriTED, Church st, Sapcote, Leicester Feb 12 
Sunusvaw Co-orsnarive Soctery, Limirep, Stores, Shirburn, Tetsworth, Ox- 
ford e 
Stony STanToON New Co-OPERATIVE peas, LIMITED, 1, Yew Tree House, 
Long st, Stony Stanton, Leicester Feb 1 
SUTTON-IN-ASHFIELD EQUITABLE Go-oFgnartv Socrsty, Lrurrep, Parliament 
st, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Nottingham Feb 1 
Swinpon PROVIDENT CO-OPERATIVE Sockury, LiMrrED, 1, Henry-street, New 
Seinien, Wilts Feb 12 
TEN ACRES AND STIRCHLEY-STREEBT CO-OPERATIVE INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY, LIMITED, 
oy ee Halesowen, Worcester Feb 12 
~~ 4 : a CC-OPERATIVE Society, LrarreD, Queen-street, Walton, 
Wauirsy WorkING MENn’s CO-OPERATIVE AND INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY, LIMITED, 4, 
Sandgate, Whitby, York Feb 12 
WirrsyHax Co-op —— ne AND PROVIDENT Society, LiMiTED, Long 
Berks e 


London Gazette.—_TUESDAY, Feb. 18. 
JOINT STOGK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED 


IN Y. 
Homer District ConsoLmIpATED GOLD Mrvgs Co, LiurTrep—Kay, J. has, by an 
fn a Feb 5 Seaman Harry Coleman Richardson, 99, Gresham-st, 
o 
JOHANNESBURG = 1 00, LiiTEeD—Creditors are required. on or before March 
15, to send their names and addresses, and pects <8 of their debts of claims, 


tod John Saffery, 14, Old Jewry chm Friday, March Se at 12, is ap- 
poin for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and clai 
LENNOX PUBLISHING LimiTED—Kay, J, has, by an order dated Feb 3, 


Co, 
eppcinted Edward James Wickenden, 28, Finsbury circus, to be official liquida- 
Tue Tzst VALLEY Inon Works Co, Limtrep—Creditors are requested, on or be- 
fore March 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims, to James Appleford, Millbrook, Southampton 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Savises Bask FOR CHELSBA—Creditors are required, on or before March 18, to 


—- bames and addresses. and the ee of their debts of claims, to 
, 14, George st, Mansion Friday, March 21, at 2, is ap- 
parcen no for hearing and adjudicating ‘spon “the debts and claims 


CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
L IN CHANCERY. 
BASKHALL Or AND CuEMIcAL Works, LimiTeD.—Petn for winiing_u 


re- 

sented Feb as directed to -¥ —- before the Vice Chancellor, on Fe ‘ar, at 
St George’s H: yy rs, Liverpool, —o~ for petor 

ELuiorr. ace a Co, TED.— _ i order made y the V Vice Chancellor, 


dated Feb 11, it one ordered that the voluntary winding a up of the company be 
continned Addleshaw & Warburton chester, — for petnr 

GzorGce Forrester & Co, LIMITED. —By an order y Bristowe, V.C., 
dated Feb 10. it was ordered that the company be wound up Gill & Co, Liver- 
pool, solors for petnr 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Drartos Brascu. INDEPENDENT ORDER OF SRCHARETRS. Mane oRD Uwiry, 

Congregational Schoolroom, Market Drayton, Salop Feb 1 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHs. 
LILY OF THE VALLEY LoDGE OF THE ORDER OF Drvips, Nags Head Inn, Kiln- 
burst. Rotherham. York Feb 14 
Soss or Lavovr LopGE OF THE ORDER OF Drvuips, Dun Cow Inn, Horseley 
ve ¥F prey 7 7 Cr d I 
OUNG FRIENDLY Lopcz or Devins, Crown and Sceptre Inn, Scholes st, Wigan, 
Lancaster Veb 13 “ ‘ ” 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 3. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasctte.—FRIDAY, Feb. 7. 
Askew, Grorce, St Luke’s, Southport. March 2% Horner & Edmonson, 


efield 
a Gusaete Srznce, Plymouth, Surgeon Dentist. Benett, 
aoe. CAROLINE E1izA, Bath. March 321. 


March %. 
Stone & Co, Bath 


y LioweL Bexsamis, New crt, 8t Swithin’s lane, Exchange Broker. 
April 15. Cangeen & Ce ord, Gracechurch st 
ConiterT, MarTua, Uhapel st, B: head, March 8 Thompson & Haghes, 
Prepericn WIttisM, Mel rd, Kensington, Esq. April9. Tampli 
& Co, Fencharch st ny eee sung 
Davinsos, ALEXANDER, St George’s rd, Hampstead. March 25. Indermaur & 
Ceo, One ter, P 1 place 
Eccuzs, "Jous, York, Butcher. h15. Jones & Piercy, York 
Farwie, - yx) Brovenam, Dane’s inn, Strand, Dramatic Auth March 10. 
Stanley & Woodhouse, Abchurch lane . op _— 
F: Gases, ones of Brackla, Nairn, Scotland. March 31. Robinson & Co, 


Frascn, Gronos, Ventnor, 1 W,Gent. March 31. Voss, Bethnal gn rd 


G1tt.. Marx, Bradtord, Gent. March ». Regpde & Peacock, Bradford 
Gounn, Sons SuIKLDS. Stracd, Auctioncer. 7. Hyde & Co, Ely place 


Gummwoon, Maxi, Cheltenham. March %. nce & Wagborne, Cheltenham 
Haxuison, Zrwin, Spridiington, Lincs, Farmer. Feb %. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 


Jonsson, Berpert. No 1 District of Montserrat, West Indies. March15. A. F 
& i. W. Tweedic. Lincoln's inn fields 
Kasasr, A ANstt, Coniston, Lancs. March. 15. Nelder, Barrow in Farnese 








Pun, ANDREW BELL, St Paul's. 5 Sestvent, Wholesale Warehouseman. 
arter & Barber, Austinfriar 
Premis, Magia, Larkall, Bath. ll 31. Stone & Co, Bath 


ROBERTSON, SAMUEL, Liverpool, Gent. March 31. Harvey & Co, Liverpool 


April 


Garon. Soren, Petnotlows, Bristol, Building Surveyor. March 18. Broad & 
ottow, Bristol 
SuMrEs, BAsaret WALsH Porter, Montserrat, West Indies. Marchi5. AF 
Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SEMPER, MARTIN, Montserrat. West indies, Planter. March 15. AF &RW 
Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Simmons, SARAH GEORGINA JANB, Sittingbourne, Kent. March 1. Harris, 


Sittingbourne 
STRICKLAND, EDWARD, Redland, Bristol, Gent. March | 25. Strickland, Bristol 
va, a. Handsworth, Staffs, Farmer. Marchi4. Blackham & Taylor, 
irmip 
Walbe, War, Methley, York, Retired Cooper. Marchi0. Lumb & Bailey, 


WALTON, BLYTHE BARKER, Warwick, Gent. March 8s, Chinn, Birmingham 


WELts, WILLIAM, Holme Wood, near Peterborough. March 15. Frere & Co, 
Lincoin’s inn fields 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 11, 
AK&HURST, WILLIAM, Hastings, Yeoman. April 14. Meadows & Co. Hastings 
BAXTER, JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Olothier. March13. Rollit & Sons, Hull 
Boyt, Hon EtizaBetTH, Purley Lodge, nr Reading. March 31. Oleave & 
Cleave, Devonshire steaben'| Bishopsgate st 
Races, Fee, Barway, Cantab, Gent. March 31. Francis & Francis, Cam- 


e 
CourmGE J AMES, Downham, Lancs, Yeoman. Mayi. Hall & Oo, Olitheroe 
Davis, WILLIAM, Holmer, Hereford, Market Gardener. March 25, Wallis, 


ereford 
DEAN. WILLIAM, Middup, Gisburne, Yorks, Yeoman. May 1. Hall & Co, 


Clitheroe, Lancs 
DIckKsON, JOSEPH BBiGGs, Preston, Solicitor. March 10. Buck & Co, Preston 


Evans, HANNAH, Gwarcaeau, Cardigan. March8, Pugh, Aberayron 


GoopDay, JAMES. Sigeel Wood, pr Romford, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 22. 
Stevens & Co, Witham 
GRANT, hay Breakspear’s rd, Deptford, Kent, Gent. March 7. Lockyer, 


w Cross rd 
GrosvENoR, JOHN EDWARD, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. March10. Hall, Hull 
HALLGATH, — nee Seacombe, Chester, Gent. March 20. Grace & Smith, 
Liverpoo 
HALLIWELL. Hawnau, Bradford. March 20. Gaunt & Co, Bradford : 
a WIx114M, Liverpool, Metal Agent. March 25. Collins & Co, Liver- 


poo: 

HEagp, JOHN HENRY, Altrincham, Chester, Commercial Travel’er March 8 
Ledgard, Manchester 

HIcKEMAN, RICHAED, Kingston upon Hull Mareh 30 Rollit & Sons, Hull 

Hitt, Mary MARGARET, Cambridge rd, Brighton March 27 Nicholls, Old 
Jewrv chmbrs 

Hopkigk, Mary ANN, Durham Marché Marshall, Durham 

Hope, WiL114M, Derby. Clerk in Holy Orders. A ril 1, ‘Smith & Leech, Derby 

JONES, CHARLES, Cardiff, Clerk in Holy Orders. arch 10. Morgan, Cardiff 

KING, ELIZABETH, Hetherington rd, Bedford road, Clapham. March 20. Abbott, 
Fencburch st 

KincG, JASPER RUMBOLL, Melksham, Surgeon, March 15 


Beavan & Compton, 
Bradford on Avon and Melksham 


Kiogn. WIL11AM, Handsworth, Staffs, Paper Dealer. March 22. Garland, 
Birmingham 

Lorp, THomas, Rochdale, Gent. March 12, White, Bolton 

MACQUEEN, GEORGIANA, Upper Westbourne ter, Paddington. March 10. Hores 


& Pattison, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Monk, SAMUEL, Nortbampton,Gent. March 22. Howes & Co, Northampton 
Monro, EpWAED WILLIAM, Rue des (hemes Elyeees, Brussels, Civil Engineer. 
March 17. Lane & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Moore, WILLIAM YORKE, St Alban’ ¥ St James, Major General in H. M 
March 15. Hamilton, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Prince’s sq, Bayswater. March 25. Lumley & Lumley, Old 
8 
ILLIAM JOHN RICHARD, elmenth. Clerk in Holy Orders. March 16, 
Poyser & Bennetts, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
HAMILTON, Right Hon. GrorGs W11114M, Earl of ee i K.C.M G,, Sussex pl, 
Regent’s Park. Feb28. Holt, Argyll pl, Regent 
Pzrry, ath, Dickens, Birminghum, Architect. 
mingham 
PICKNELL, EDWARD. Hastings, Plumber. Apuiil 14. Meadows & Co, Hastings 
RIcHARDS. JaMES, York rd, Stepney, Wheelwright. March 20. Birchall & Co, 


ar 
Rosginson, Richarp Lewis, Plumgarths, nr Kendal, Limeburner. March 31. 
Thomson & Wilson, Kendal 


en 
OrnOUDERE, Wru14M, Brighton. Locomotive Pracrtatendent of the L, B, and 
8 C Railway. March 2 25. Griffith & Co, Brigh 
Taytor, THomas, Featherstone pidge, High Ho ae March 10. 
Albert bldgs, Queen Victo 
TOWNLEY, WILLIAM, Clitheroe, Lance, Gent. May 1. 


aint 22, Garland, Bir- 


Treadwell, 
Hall & Co, Clitheroe 


Waker, Many Sapan, Cedars rd, Olapham Oommon. March 11. Prideaux & 
ys, Goldsmith’s Hall, Foster lane 
WATT EDMUSD WittiaM, Bournemouth, Gent. March 22. Orust & Oo 


verley 
W RIGHT, WILeEn, Northampton, retired Postman. March 22. Howes & Co, 
Northampton 





If the house in which you live is 
rehase it? Don’t cripple your bus 





oing to be sold over your head, why not 
usiness by taking the pure hase-money out of 
t, and certainly do not borrow the mo with the chance of having it called in 
at an inconvenient time. Get a liberal, c oom. | and expeditious advance from the 
TEMPERANCE PERMANENT BUIL pine Socrery, 4, Ludgate-hill, B.C. Forms and 
fall particulars free by post.— | Apvr.| 


Bf TO INTENDING House Puncnasuns & Lussnns.—Before purc hasing or 
Shouspheve the Santiat y arrangementathoroughly examined by an ex oh 

ayy Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Go., ¢ posite Town Hall, 
Estab, 1475), who also undertal ko the Ventilation of Oitives, 


toons 
ke. ={ Abvr.} 
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BANKRUPTCY. NOTICES. 
London Gaszette—FRIDAY, Feb, 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARCHARD, ALFRED CHARLES, South Audley st. 

Watchmaker High Court Pet Feb 12. Ord 
‘eb 

suonsrom. J JAMES, Barwell, patron, Builder Leices- 


ter Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 
AvusTIN, HENRY WILLIAM, ty of Aston, nr Birming- 
ham, » aoe Birmingham Pet Feb4 Ord 
e' 
einen. 3 JOSEPH, Tipton, Staffs, J eee Painter 
Dudley Pet Febiz2 Ord Feb1 
EESTON, SAMUEL, Fortess rd, ” Kentish Town, 
Draper ‘Fae sistant High Court Pet Feb 10 
—_ e 
WILLIAM, Reading, Picture Frame Maker 
Reading Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
BLAKEWAY, EwNocu, = Suffolk, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 
BRESLAUER, H, & Co, Crosby sq. Commission Agents 
High Court PetJan13 Ord Feb 11 
BuscHeLL, DANIEL, Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Q#APLAIN, WILLIAM SMiTH, Wolverhampton, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet Febi0 Ord Feb1i0 
QuaniG, H&NRY Mark, Shoreditch, Woollen Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Jan 25 ‘Ord Feb 10 
EtrisoN, JAMES, Featherstone, Yorks, Grocer 
Wareteld PetFebit Ord Feb it 
Y, WiLt1AM, Landport, Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 30 


_ FAWCETT, JOHN, ae ee Clerk Middles- 


borough Pet Feb8 
ForspICK, HARRY DANIEL, Gt Yarmouth, Licensed 
poteeiier Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 10 Ord 


Feb 10 

GRANT, FRED: On, Meneate, Labourer Canterbury 
Pet’ Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

HABRison, JOHN "Preston, Glass Dealer Preston 
Pet Feb 12 "Ord Feb 1 

HOLLAND, JIENRY Wrgaix. King’s Lynn, Plumber 
King’s Lynn Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 12 

Inctis, CHARLES, Chesterfield grove, East Dulwich, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord 


Feb 12 
JOHNSON, JOHN, Kendal, Cattle Dealer Norwich 
Essex. Pork 


Pet Feb 10 On Feb 10 
KNIGHTBRIDGE, JAMES, Romford, 
eg Chelmsford Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
M, JAMES, Felliscliffe, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet at Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
MATTHEWS, GEORGE, Meslay. Rating House eager, 
Hanley Pet Feb10 OrdFeb 
McCLURE, FREDERICK Graxtay, ‘Greenwich, Coa 
Merchant Greenwich Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 
Mosss, RICHARD PUNYARD, Falmouth, Dealer Sane 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb11 
NicHOLSON, WIZ: LIAM, Ramsgate, Tailor Canterbury 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Norris, WILLIAM, Holland st, Kensington. Corn 
Chandler High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
SCHOFIELD, ROBERT, Basingstoke, Hants, Grocer 
Winchester Pet Jan28 Ord Feb it 
» ALBERT EDWIN, Winshill, Staffs, Grocer’s 
a Burton on Trent Pet Feb 10 Ord 
e 
JAMES, South Lowestoft, Plumber Great 
Yermouth ie Feb 10 Ord Keb 10 
Sire, Mary, ital Dene, nd Widow 
Newcastle on Bene Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 18 
SurrH, MorGan, kins Town, nr Pontypridd, 
gsm. Butcher ontypridd Pet Feb 11 Ord 
eb 
SPENCER, GEORGE, Bristol, Furniture Dealer Bristol 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 
SPRINGFORD, WILLIAM SSouxtam, and GEORGE 
HERBERT SPRINGFORD, Stanton St Bernard, 
Wilts, Millers Bath Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
RONG, ANTHONY, Barrow in Furness, Boatman 
row in Furness Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 
TaYLor, JOHN, Tipton, , Staffs,Grocer Dudley Pet 


Jan 25 — F 
LIAM, Westward, enetiant, Farmer 
"Pot F Feb 7” Ord Feb 1 
EBSTER, ARTHUR, Thoreswa, aye, Lines, Farmer Great 
Gumsby Pet Jan 29 Ori Feb 
Witson, ALFRED THOMAS, > Herts, 
Builder St Albans Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
WIMPENNY, BooTHRoyD, Thongsbridge, Yorkshire, 
oollen Manufacturer Hudderstield Pet Feb 12 
Ord Feb 12 
OULDS, Gouzamecn PovcHER, Walcot, 
Farmer Boston Pet Febig Ord Feb 12 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ARMSTON, JAMES, Barwell, Leics, Builder Feb 24 at 
12.30 Om Ree, 34 Friar lane, Leicsster 
manxee, ROBERT, Gt Boughton, Cheshire, Miller 
Feb 24 at 3.15 Off Rev, Orypt chmbrs, Chester 
Buckwirn, Ropert, Leeds, Currier Feb 24 at 11 
Of Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
BLaksway, ENOCH, Marlostord, Suffolk, Grocer Feb 
ats Off Reo, Ipswich 
BROCKLEHURST, Tomas Howanp, Bredbary, nr 
Stockport, Surgeon Feb 2 at 11,90 Reo, 
County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
BroveHToN, BELINDA, Hemsworth, Yorks, Tailor 
Be Feb 2iatit Off Reo, Bond ter, Wakefield 
VRCHELL, DANIGE, Dudley, Grocer Feb 2t at 10 
Off Reo, Dudl ley 
OaNHaM, din. towmarkoet, Suffolk, late Hotel 
Keeper Fob? at 2.45 Court house, Stowmarket 
OtarK, Joun, Dudley, Draper Feb gi 'at 10,30 Off 


Lines, 


wr 
IN, JA Foatherstono, Yorks, Grocer Fob 
i at's “Off Roo. Bond tor, Wakelleld 





Emery, WILLIAM, Landport, Butcher Feb 24 at 3.30 
166, Queen st, Portsea 

ENsBY, CHARLES, ice rd, Harrow rd, Manure 
Dealer Feb 26 33, Carey st, Lin 


at 2.30 coln’s 

inn fields 
AYNER, WALTER, Bath, Grocer Feb 21 at 12.30 1, 
Abbey st, Bath 

HatGcs, THOMAS, Manchester, Tea Agent Feb 25 at 
8 Off Rec, here tiny oo 8 chbrs, ~~ st, Manchester 

Hint, RicHa Ashperton. Here: fordshire, Grocer 
Feb 28 at 1045 Off Rec, * 

JOHNSON, CHARLES, Shilton, Deceeen, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 24 at 4.380 Three Tuns Hotel, Dar- 


ham 
J bar JOHN, Kendal, Lae oy Dealer Feb 26 at il 
Off Ree, 8 King st. Norwi 
LEADHAM, JAMES, elisciffe, Yorks, Farmer Feb 26 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Yor 
“RANCIS , ee Cardiff, Ironmonger Feb 
25 at12 Off Rec, 25, Colmre row, Birmingham 
MEADOWS, WILLIAM ALFRED, Wavendon, penal 
Builder Feb22at1 County Court bldgs, North- 


ampton 
Mosus, RIcHARD PuNYARD, Falmouth, General 
Dealer Feb 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Truro 
Owen, Rospert Joun, Blaenau Festiniog. Merioneth- 
shire, Hairdresser Feb 24 at 2.30 Off Reo, Crypt 
chbrs, Chester 
PEARS, JONATHAN BowrRON, Sunderland, Ropemaker 
Feb 21 at 2.30 Off Rec 25, John st, Sunderland 
PERRY, HENRY, Queen st, “Snoes s*, Commercial 
Clerk Feb'26 at11 33, Carey st, Liacoln’s ion 
QUAYLE, Mary, Whitehaven, Inakeeper Feb 24 at 2 
67, Duke st, Whitehaven 
% BENJAMIN, Mecklenburg sq. Commission 
Agent Feb 25 at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
RIecey, GEORGE, Wortley, nr Leeds, Aerated Water 
Manufacturer Feb 26 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 

SEAMAN, ALBERT Epwin, Winshill, Staffs, Grocer’s 
Assistant Feb 24 at 2.45 Midland Hotel, Burton 
on Trent 

SHELTON, EpmMuND, Blackstock rd, Finsbury vk, 
er. Feb 26 at 12 Bankrup*cy bidgs, Lin 
coln’s 

SHEPPARD, RicHaep Henry, Bristol, late Licensed 
a Feb 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbra, 


to! 
SMITH, JaMEs, South Lowestoft, Plumber Feb 22 at 
1 Off Ree, 8, hey OS Norwich 
ene, Tynemouth, Wilow Feb 
22 at12 Off Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Spgncer, GEorGE, Bristol, Furniture Dealer Fb 27 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank ‘chmbrs, Bristol 
SPRINGFORD, WILLIAM BUCKLAND, atd GEORGE 
HERBERT SPRINGFORD, Stanton St. Bernard, 
Wilts, Millers Feb 28 at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank 


chmbrs, Bristol 
Bristol. Coachbuilder Feb 26 at 12 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
TAeRER, JouN, Toll End. — Staffs, Grocer Feb 
21 at 10.15 
RNER, THOMAS JAMES, “Central Market, Provision 
~~ rms Feb 25 at 12 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s 


nn 

TuRNER, WILLIAM, Westward, Cumberland, Farmer 
Feb 25 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

WALLS, WILLIAM Henry, Leed sy Agent 
Feb 24at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

WituiaMs, WitttaM, Chirk Green, me Chirk, 

Denbighshire Collier Marcn 18 at 11.40 Priory, 


Wrexham 
WIMPENNY, BoorTHRoyD, Frengateligs, Yorks, 
Ww 3 Haigh & 


en Manufacturer Feb 26 a 
Son, New st, Huddersfield _ 

YorkKk, GEORGE, Avsiey, Warwickshire, Journeyman 
Baker Feb 24at1i30 O/f Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARMSTON, JAMES, Barwell, Leices, Builder Leicester 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb10 
AUGUSTE, JOHN JAMKS, ee Hairdresser Bristol 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb t 
BEEDLE, JOSEPH, ‘Tipton, Staifs, Journeyman Painter 
Dudley Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Brrce, WILLIAM, Reading, Pictare Frame Maker 
Reading Pet ‘Febs Ord F 
BLAKEWAY, ENoc#, Mariesford. Suffolk, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 
BURCHELL, DANIEL, ements Grocer Dudley Pet 
Feb 12_ Ord Feb 1 
Cuarie, HENRY Ma oo, Shoreditch, Ley ay! —_ 
chaut High Court Pet Jan% Ord Fed 
CouirEr, JoHN TRAVIS, Devonshire sq, Si Im- 
porter High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 10 
Corey, Ropert Hureutnes, Nether Compton, 
Dorset, Butcher Yeovil Pet Feb 6 Ord Fed IL 
Outs IMORE, CHARLES, Henbury, Gios, Acoouatant 
Bristol Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 10 
Euutson, Jamgs, Featherstone, Yorks, 
WwW Vaketield eet Feb wW Oecd Fedit 
Exygs, FrRepsrick LONSDALS, Stanford rd, 
gouthaate, Olerk St Albans Pot Doo 3) Ord 
Ve ) 
Ernervon, WInttaAM, Portsmouth, Blacksmith 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 5 
Ev.ius, Jomn, Bristol, Goal Merchant Bristol Pet 
Feb? Ord Feb 10 
Fawecstt, Jon, aiddlesborongh, Olerk Middles- 
borough Pet Feb8 Ord F 
Forspick, Harry Danrsn, Gt Yarmouth. Licensed 
‘iotual Gs Yarmouth Pet Feb 10 Oni Fed 10 
FRANKLIN, JOHN Vesasny, West ee Soheisor 
@ Br righsoe i Ord bt 1 On » 
RANT, PRED argate, ourer Oanterbury 
Pot Fob 12 Ord Feb 12 
Grugn, Samvuern Jomun, 5. aR Seabee Merchant 
Loicester Pet Jang Ord Feb 


Grocer 


New 





RIFFITHS, GEORGE, Wolsley_grds, Gunnersbury, 
Builder High Vourt pty oat Feb i1 
HAgrison, Jou. Preston, Glass Dealer Preston Pet 

Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Jommeen, JOHN, Kendal, Cattle Dealer 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 10 
KNGIHTSBRIDGE, JaMus, Romford. Essex. Pork 
Butcher Chelmsford Pet Feb 12 Ord Fob i 


Norwich 


LEADHAM, JAMES, Felliscliffe, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Feb 11 “Ord Feb 12 
LENTON, late Straw 


WILLIAM, Shefford, Beds, 
Plait 4, 4 ae Pet Feb3 Ord Feb8 

E, Hanley, Eating Houze Keeper 
Hanley Pet rob 10 Ord Feb 10 
Magner. WILLIAM ALFRED, Wavenidon, Backs, 

Builder Northampton Pet Febt Ord Feb8 
ma JESSOP. Dewsbury, late Pub‘ican Dews- 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb8 





Moses Rt RICHARD * et De Falmouth, Dealer Truro 
Pet Feb 11 Ord ae 
NEWSTEAD, Dover, Lice 


FRANK nsed 

Victualler Canterbury Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 10 

N a  : WILL te, Tailor Canterbury 

eb 11 Ord F Feb 12 

Nounm. sags Holland st. Kensington. Corn- 
chandler High Court Pet Febi12 Ord 4g Ud 

Otto, CaRt AUGUsT WILHELM, Cazenove rd, Sta 
ford hill, Clerk High Curt Pet Jan 16 Ord 


Y. Whitehaven, Iankeeper Whits- 
haven Pott Feb7 Ord Feb 10 

SEAMAN, ALBERT Epwin, Winsbill, Derbyshire, 
Grocer’s Assistant Burtonon Trent Pet Feb 10 10 


Ord Feb 11 
SHEPPARD, RICHARD HENRY. Bristol, late Licensed 
Vi ctualler Bristol Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 10 


SmirH, JAMES, South Lowestoft, Plumber 
Yarmouth pel i 16 Ord Feb 10 


SM:TH, Mary, —— e, Tynemouth, wetew 
Newcastle on 'yne Pet Feb 10 0 Ord Febi1 

SMITH, ~~~ Hopkins To nur Pontypridd, 
oo. Butcher Pontypridd t Feb 11 
'e 

SrampenesD, Wituiax BUCKLAND, -y GrorcEs 
HERB SPRINGFORD, 


Stanton Bernard, 
Wiltshire, Millers Bath Pet Feb AY * ord Febd10 
a — ApgTaur, Hornsey Park rd. Mercantile 
Clerk High Court Pot Feb 7 Ord Feb il 
geaaene ANTHONY, Barrow in Boatman 
Barrow in Furness Pet Feb 12 ‘Ord Feb 12 
TALEYRAC, ARSENE, Kingsfield, nr Harrow on the 
7. i, end St Albans "Pet Jan 14 «Ord 
e 


Taree, _Joum, De em Staffs, Grocer Duiley Pet 


TURYER, Guam 1 ward, Coens, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Feb 1 ‘Ord Feb 
big N  EbuUxD, and Atay C Nottio 
oO asic ers ol 
Pet Jan #2 Ord Feb 10 - 
Warts, J. W., Klea avenue, on, 


Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec5 Urd Feb 0 
WILson, ALFRED THOMAS, Rickmansworth. H. 
Ween ae Albans — Feb 11 wis dng P 
LDS, LLINSON UCHER, nes, 
Farmer Boston Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 12 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, Feb. 15. 
aoe ORDERS. 
MAS HOV&ELL, and JoHN Currie. St 
pmy * rehants High Court Pet Feb 15 
BALLINGER. Woes. EpMUND, Bengeworth, Eve- 
cham, ya Bootmaker Worcester Pet Feb 
Banpen, Gnomes ARTHUR, Moureh Norwich, late 
a _ 2 om Gt ey Pet Feb 4 
e 
BEARDMORE, Enocu, Choriton cum Hi . nr Man- 
specter, Coal Merchant Salford PetFeb3 Oni 
e 
Borrcér, JOHN, Howland st, Fitzroy sq, Mantle 
«7 eee High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord 


BREWILL, onan, Nottingham, Butcher Nottiag- 
ham Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 15 

BURGESS, a Joun, Bernard st, Brunswick sq 
retired M orin Mt "a Army High Oourt Pet 
Feb i4 Feb 14 


CanTER, WILLIAM Tomas, St > e En- 
Bury 8t Eamets Pet Feb Ord 


St Germans, Norfolk, Grooor 
King’s Lous tFebis Ord Feb 13 

COLE, GHORGE FREDERICK, Evesham, v ores. launa- 
keeper Worcester Pet Febis Oni Feb 13 





Cor. Writtam Joy, and Mary ANN COBLESS, 
Chor! ton x Medlock, M. 
pia gh . a rers Manchester Pet Feb 13 
CRAVEN, Unonee BkaUMONT, Higher Tranmore, Bir 
euhiead, Birkenhead Pet Feb 4 Ord 
Oust. Eowr C Hotel Keoper 


CHARLES, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet Febé Ond Feb 4 
CURRKLL, Epwarp, Winchester, Commercial 
veller Winchester Pet OO 4 Oni Feb 
Danok, Gores, Winchoomb, jas, Beerhov 
Koeper Cheltenham Pet Febts Oni Fed 4 


Tra. 


DayMay, Tiromas, Loicoster, late Grocer Laleester 
Pet Feb 18 Oni Feb 18 
D&nTon, AS Muyoxs, North Bad ni, F 


‘wham, 
Bootdeal scchere tuner High Court Pet Fed 


Ord Fed t4 


| Davry, RopeRt, Ldsoaln, Grocer Linea Pet Jaa 


i 


24 Ord Pedr 
—— ~~ Jamar, Rugeley, Stata, Licensed Vie-~ 
Fane ~y *- Gecleane ne FEROS 
ax, . ° 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 13 
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‘ARVER, DAVID, Harrow rd, Oilman High Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 14 


a Epwry, Cheltenham, Grocer Chelten- 
ham Febi2 Ord Feb 12 
Rosrnson, Bloxwich, Staffs, Gro- 


, ARTHUR 
cer Walsall Pet — 14 Ord wee 3 
Hanreis, CHARLES HENRY, Marston —y xd Game 
set, Yeovil Pot Feb15 Ord Feb 
Harwoop, RicHakrp, Littlehampton, a Builder 
een Pet Feb 14 Ord Febi 
Hgap, CHARLES ERT, Scammers, Birstwith, 
Yorks, Wanllen iM Merchant York’ Pet eb 14 
Ord Feb 14 
HORNSBY, taney, Scunthor spe. Lines, yy in 
Glass Gt Grimsby Pet Feb13 Ord Feb1 
HOUGHTON, IET, Sloane terr, Chelsea, Widow 
High Court Pet Febi13 Ord Feb 13 
JACKSON, WILLIAM MAckKWwoop, Stourpaine, Dorset, 
oo area Dorchester. Pet Feb 13 Ord 


Feb1 
JACOB, ) Wit11am, Hackney rd, Boot Manu- 
age High Court Pet Feb 15’ Ord Feb 15 
JULIFF, WILLIAM, Cwmpennar, nr Mountain Ash, 
Glam, Collier ‘Aberdare Rg Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
KNIGHT, Fanny, Longton, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
BERT, GEORGE, Wolverhampton, = Agent 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb15 Ord Febi 
ER, WILLIAM, Hug <_ ey a Miller Lei- 
omeer Pet Feb 14 Ord Fe 
Lows, THomas, Kingston hy ‘Hull, Bay Dealer 
Kingston upon Full Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
MACDONALD, EWEN, Cheltenham, Chemist Chelten- 
bam Pet Febi3 Ord Feb 13 
MARTIN, Butterwick, Lincs, 


Assistant B 

MavIN, GEORGE, Embleton, Northumberland, Black- 
=e Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 14 Ord 
eb i 

MoorzHovse, Ratpu, and JoHN Moornovuse, York, 
a Gardeners York Pet Feb 14 Ord 
eb 14 

Mure, Davm, West Kirby, Cheshire, formerly 
General Broker Liverpool Pet Feb 14 Ord 


Feb i4 

POTTS. JAMES, Tretire. Peeaiin, Farmer 
Hereford Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 1 
WI Butcher 


ILLIAM, Chelmsford, Te, 
Chelmsford Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Smurpson, ARTHUR WILLIAM Guawrenn, Bishopsgate 
st, Commission Agent High Coutt Pet Jan 3 
Ord Feb 13 
Smiru, JAMES, Gt Chapel st, Westminster, Cab ~~ 
prietor a Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb1 
Sir, MAW, late Lawrence lane, Sean. 
side. W ealien Merchant High Court Pet Feb6é 
Ord Feb 13 
ETBVENSON, GEORGE, Nottingham, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Boston Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 
THomPson, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Brush Manu- 
—— Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 13 Ord 
e 
Gezorce, Tunbridge Wells, 
bridge Wells Pet Febi15 Ord Feb 
Urquuaskt, R. L., adenhall st, Financial Agent 
High Court Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 13 
WADSWORTH, 


Baker’s 


saeenee Tur- 


Feo 13 

WALDEN, WALTER Jon, Corscombe, Dovset, late Inn- 
keeper Yeovil Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 

Wrst, ALBERT WALTER, Southsea, Hants, Grocer 
Portemouth Pet Feb 12 Ord Febt 

Wrisoy, RicHarD NATHANIEL, Cast Ag Donington, 
a Schoolmaster Leicester Pet Feb 12 | 

eb 12 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of Feb. 11. 
Huswicx, Rovert, Plymouth, Hairdresser East | 
Stonehouse Pet Febé Ord Feb6é 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


AsHEY, GzorGz, Shirland rd, Maida Vale, 
Feb 28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’sinn 
BALuIscEr, WitliaAM Epmusp, Evesham, Worcs, 

tmaker Feb ati0.15 Off Rec, Worcester 
Beckisotos, WILLIAM, Maygrove rd, ilburn, | 
Flotist Feb 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- | 
coin’s inn 
BEelcueR, WILliaM, Gainsborough, Publican Feb 
27 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
BELL, JAMES POSTLETHWAITE, Barrow in Furness, 
Grocer March5atii Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Batrow in Furness 
EZ, JOSEPH, Ramsgate, 
Feb 2% at 2.20 72, High st, Ramsgate 
Braecn, WIttiamM, Reading, Picture Frame Maker | 
Feb @at2 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
BLasTeRrN, HENRY. Tryddyn, nr Mold, Flints, Grocer | 
Feb 2% at2 Off Rec, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
CLARE, Ay, Che Itenham, y Dealer Feb 25 at 3.20 
County ct bid S, Cheltenham 


Baker 


Guonce Fuepenicx. Evesham, Worcs, Inn- } 


Feb 2% at10 Off Rec, Worcester 
CULL, Win CHARLES, Worcester, Hotel Keeper 
Vebwat2 Off Rec, Worcester 


en} Leicester, late Grocer Feb 2%at | 


3 Friar lane, Leicester 
Drury, ROPER. Lincoln, € Feb 2% at 1.20 
Central —- Rooms, Bank st, Lincoln 
James, Rageley, Staiis, Licensed Vic- 
Febu at 1120 Off lee” St Martin’s pl, 


OCceT 

VAULENRE, - 
— 
Staffor 


Germs, Wrasse Exocn, Brockmoor, Kingawin- | 


fori, Staffs, Coal Merchant 
Talbet Hotei, Stourbridge 
FREDERICK, Margate, Labourer Feb 2% at | 


Feb 2% at 10.20 | 


Mary. 
io oe Glass Dealer Mar7 at 3 
st, eston 


Tuomas, Barmouth, Merionethshire, | 
Boot Maker pyres Pet Feb 13 Ord | 


Provision Dealer 


Haws, Ropert TYNDALE, Coleman st, Ohartered 
Accountant Feb 27 at 2.30 88, Carey st, Lin- 


ne ee 
Trasmere, Biratwith, 
ev orks, OEY pollen nny Feb 26at1 Off Rec, 


York 
HoskER, JOHN, Rocthowt, heer | Feb 27 at 3 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Li ool 
Hunt, HersBert LESLIE, St eonards on Sea, 
Stationer Teb 25 at 12 Baukruptcy bldgs, 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Hurst, RicHarpD, Ulverston, canes. , Sormnenly Beer- 
house Keeper Mar 4 at 11 ff Rec, 16, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow in Furness 
JACKSON, WILLIAM Mackwoop, Stourpaine, Dorsct, 
Schoolmaster Mar3ati.45 Off Rec, Salisbury 
J ANEE, ] BRUNO, Old st, St Luke’s, Baker "Feb 27 at 12 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
JoNES, BENJAMIN, East India Dock rd, Poplar 
pon ny Feb 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lin- 
co. n 
JONES. Francis AvuaustTus, Maidenhead, Berks 
Feb 27 at 3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
LANDER, WILLIAM, Hugglescote, Leicestershire, 
a 27 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
icester 
LOWTHER, WILLIAM Henry. High rd, Knights- 
bridge, Manager of a Coffee Tavern "March 4 at 
11 33. Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
MARRISON, JONATHAN, Gringley on the Hil!, Notts, 
iam a Feb 27 at 12.15 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 
neoln 
MartrHews, GEORGE, Hanley. Eating House Keeper 
Feb 27 at 10.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Mavin, GEORGE, Embleton, Northumberland, 
Blacksmith 7. ha at 3-15 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on 
MOORHOUSE, RALPH, “and JOHN MoornHovsE, York, 
_— Gardeners Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
or 
NEWTON, ARTHUR GEORGE MarTrT. Great Tower st, 
Merchant March 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Lincoln’s inn 2 
NICHOLSON, WILLIAM, Remegnie, Tailor Feb 26 at3 
72, High st, Ramsga 
NORDESFELT, Seneren, Victoria Mansiors, Vic- 
toria st, Westmins'er, Civil Engineer March 6 
ati2 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 
Rosy, wih > Manchester, Beer Retailer Feb 25at 
oS os ff Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 


ScHOFIELD. ROBERT, Basivugstoke, 
Feb 28 at 2.15 Chamber of Commerce, 
Cheapside 

SHIBLEY, ALFRED Ronert. Woodfield pl, Harrow 
rd, Hosier’s Manager Feb 27 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Smiru, ALBERT, Cardiff, Tailor Feb 27 at 12 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

SNow, JOSEPH, Stratford upon Avon, Butcher March 

= 2 J C Warden, Solicitor, Stratford on 


Hants, Grocer 
145, 


Avec 
SPEN CER, GiLEAD, Gilestone, nr_Vowbridge, Glam, 
Farmer March iat 12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Cardiff 
Stronxc, ANTHONY, Barrow in Furness, Boatman 
March 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 
| THomas, THomas, Carmarthen, Weaver Feb 25 at 
11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
THOMPSON, JAMES, Newcastle on Tyne, Brusb Manu- 
— Feb 47 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
| THOMSON, GEORGE AUGUSTUS, York st, Portman eqr, 
tailway Contractor March7 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
THORNHILL, JAMES, Gainsborough, Boot Dealer’s 
Assistant Feb 97 at 12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, 
| Linec 
| Topp, Tuomas, Wressle, nr Howden, Yorks, Farmer 
Feb % at it Off Ree, Trinity House Jane, Hull 
| TowNsenn, GrorGE, Whiston, nr Prescot, Lancs, 
jutcher Feb 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 
WALDEN, WALTER Jon, Corscombe, Dorset, late 
Innke eper Feb 2 at12.45 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Woop, James, Burton on Stather, Lincs, Cowkeeper 
Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 
Gstuehy 
Woovine, Joun WILLIAM, Helmdon, Northampton- 
vate  peaeemenees Feb 26 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, 
Oxfor: 








ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALFRED CHARLES, South Auiley st, 


ARCHARD, 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord 


bd anal 
e 
| Austis, Henry WILLIAM, late of Aston, nr Birming- 
peas Drysalter birmingham Pet Feb 3 Ord 
eb 13 
a WIL1sAM EpmuND, Bengeworth. Eves- 
ham, Worc 8, Bootmaker Worcester Pet Feb 15 
| Ord Feb 15 
| BARKER, Rovert, Gt Boughton, Miller Chester 
Pet Febs5 Ord Feb 15 
Borcsr, Jouy, Howland et, Fitzroy eq, Mantle 
> rv amaed High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord 
ebi4 
Burorss, CHARLES Jonus, Bernard st, Brunswick sq, 
retired Major in I HLM. ’s Army High Court Pet 
Feb 14_ Ord Feb 14 
CanTen, Wit11am Tuomas, Bury St. Ff imund’s, 
Engineer Bury St Kdmunds Pet Feb 14 Ord 
eb 14 
CHAPLAIN, WILLIAM SuiTH, Wolverhampton, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb10 (ri Feb 
CLARKE, | GHORGE Germans, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 15 
} Come, GKOROE Frepenicx, Evesham, Worcs, Inn- 
j keeper Worcester Pet Febi3 Ord Feb 12 





Corny. Henry, Lonsdale sq, Pesesbury, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Feb 13 

CRAVEN, GEORGE BEAUMONT, Hieher Tranm 
Birkenhead, Clerk Birkenhead Pet Feb 14 


eb 1 

CULL, EDWIN CHARLES, by ng og Hotel Keeper 
Worcester Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 

CURRELL. EDWARD, Winchester, Gommercial Travel. 
ler Winchester Pet Feb 14 Feb 1 

Dance, GEORGE, Winchcomb, Glos, Hoerheuis 
Keeper. Cheltenham Pet Febi4 Ord Feb re 

Daviss, Robert Jones, Chester, Manufacturing 
Confectioner Chester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 15 

Denton, THomas Hincxs, North End rd. Fulham, 
Rosteenrer’s Manager High Court Pet Feb 

‘eb 

Das poner, Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln Pet Jay 
4 rd 

FAULKNER, ot Rugeley, Staffs, ‘Jesmeet Vic. 
tualler Stafford Pet Febi1 Ord Feb1 

FRAMPTON, CLEMENT Eiswoop, Bridport, 
Grocer Dorchester Pet Feb4 Ord Fe 

FREEEK, JOHN. Derhem, Innkeeper bed Pet 
Feb15 Ord Feb 

FRIGHT, RICHARD, St Reina. Kent,Farmer Can. 

_ terbu Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 14 

GARNER, Davin, Harrow rd, aeeeee, Oilman 
High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord Fe 

GREENE, JOHN, Lancaster. Timber Merchant Pres. 
ten PetJani4 Ord Feb 14 

Heap, CHARLES ALBERT, Grasmere, Birstwith, 
Yorks, Woollen Merchant York Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 14 

Hornsby, HARRY, Sepntheree, Lines, Dealer in 
Glass Great Grimsby Pet Feb 12_ Ord Feb 13 

Hutton, JOSEPH HENRY, ee. Bank Cashier 
Oldham Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 

HunNWICE, ROBERT, Fyne, 7 Hairdresser East 
Stonehouse Pet Feb 6 Ord F 

INGLIS, CHARLES, Chesterfield pt ae ‘Rast Dulwich, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord 


JACKSON, WILLIAM Mackwoop, Stourpaine, Dorset, 
os +: waned Dorchester Pet Feb 13 Ord 
eb 1 

JULIFF, WILLIAM, Cwmpennar, pr Mountain Ash, 
Glam, Collier Aberdare Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 13 

LowE, THomas, Kingston upon Hull, Ha Deals 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

LUPTON, JAMES IRVINE. Richmond, is 
Veterinary Surgeon Wandsworth Pet Feb j 
Ord Feb 14 ; , 

MARTIN, Wi11amM, Butterwick, Lincs, Baixer’s 
Assistant Boston Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 15 

MAvIN, GEORGE, Embledon, Northumberland, Black. 
ne Newcastle on Tyne ‘Yet Feb 14 Ord 

McCartuy, JoHN J, New Barnet, Herts, Builder 
Barnet Pet Oct 30 Ord Feb 13 

MOooRHOUSE, RALPH, and JOHN Moonnouss, York, 
—_— Gardeners York Pet Feb 14 Ord 
‘eb 14 


PHILLPOTTS, JAMES, Tretire, Herefordshire, Farmer 
Hereford Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

PILLINGER, GEORGE, Drury lane, _{ctains house 
keeper High Court Ord Feb1 

RAtcuiFF, WILLIAM, Chelmsford, “Essex, Butcher 
Chelmsford Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 1 

RICHBELL, Suaee, Cveiting, Suffolk, iaease Ipswich 
Pet Jan10 Ord Feb 

Srpson, THoMmas, ad High st, Southwark, 
Builder h Court Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 13 

SMITH, JAMES, Gt Chapel st, Westminster, Cab Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Snow, JOSEPH. Stratford u an ane, Butcher War 

wick Pet Febs Ord 

SUMMERBEE, EDERICE a Southampton, 
Grocer Southampton Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 13 

THomAs, EDMUND HERBERT, Halifax, Clothier Hali- 
fax Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 13 

WabswortH, THOMAS, Masiecath, Merionethshire, 
poet pune Aberystwith Pet Feb 13 rd 

ebl 

Werss7eR, ARTHUR, Thoresway, Lincs, Farmer Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan28 Ord cb 12 

WEST, ALBERT WALTER, Southsea, saan, Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet Feb13 Ord Feb t 

WHEELER, EDWARD, Deptford, Kent, Pic ture Frame 
Maker Greenwich Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 13 

YorKEe, GEORGE, Ansley, Warwickshire, Journey: 
man Baker eT Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 13 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 

Feb. 25.—Meesrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Free 
hold Property (see advertiseme mt, Feb. 15, p. 6). 

Feb. 25.--Messrs. FULLER & FULLER, at the Mart, 
E.O., at 2 o’clock, Freehold & Leasehold Properties 
(sce ‘advertisement, Feb. 8, p. 6). 

Feb. 26. -Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovusrirtp, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investments and 
5, De) Works Shares’ (seo advertisement, Feb, 
15, Pe 6 

Feb. 25.—Messrs. BAKER & Eons, at the Mart, U.C. 
e380 ‘clock, Freehold ang Leasehold Investments 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 


"Dorset, 


BIRTHS, wenn S, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTH. 

PRANCE.—Feb. 12, at Plymouth, the wife of H, Pew 

rose Prance, solicitor, o a 29 Seager. 
AGE 
Birncnu —-Gopwin.—Feb. i. at Prestbury, Cheshire, 
es Richard Amesbury, Birch, 8.4.0,, formerly 

ot the Middle Temple, barrister- ‘at-law,, to Mary 
Bien Godwin, younger daughter of the late Jo 
Godwin, of The Limes, Uobride, Stats, 





1... 2 | ekedal foo 
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DEATHS. 


Fourkes.—Feb. 17, at 25, Half *— "ss Pa 
William Decimus mple, aged wanes, Esq. 
at-law. Middle ay 
a oy try 12, at Upper PS ilcrweod: CE: John 
late of the Common Pleas Department of 
the opty Court of Justice, aged 93. 
Lorm™meR.—Feb. 13, at eae James Lorimer, 
Dr. Jur. Bonon , LL oom 8 Professor of Public 
Law in the University: of E burgh, aged 71, 








The Subscription to the Sotictrors’ JoURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
ene 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 














CONTENTS. 

TOPIOS ccccescces « = 261 

“ “ ONCE A MOBTGAGE ALWAYS A MonTGacr aati 263 
ION OF DRATH «0000. ccccce coves coes 263 
SaeesrowDEOn wesebGaeeds Poeesce-sccce + seanet «+ 265 
LAW TES ove vecce ooee 270 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ..--eesee-eeee senecn quent » 270 
LEGAL es eee soRtesenvbesponenyeen - 270 
CouRT PAPERS See seve ° cstvecss Ot 
“‘WINDING-UP Noriczs.. pebbenores Gee covoee S71 
SEENON NOTIONS. coc coccvecscccececcceccccsccoes HS 
ae 554660460 cee cGoucgesncsounen EE 
All letters intended for publication in the 


“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


oe —Great (tale  ialtiait Copied at 
ixpence ae Dee ae shoots oi Deatte, Costs, and Briefs 
ores lio ; D Engrossed Three Half- 
pence per fo. fo net. AP ey & LANHAM, 3, Chichester- 
rents, f yé 84, Ol Chancery-lane, W. CG. 
T Aw. —Wanted, by a Solicitor (46), a 
Managing or Conveyancing Clerkship; has bad 
extensive experience both in London and t. e coauary 
in Conveyancing, nmap Practice, and Public Ap- 
pointments.— A . care of F. J. Blake, 
46, Outer a ag 225, 225, Strand, W.O, 
" AW.— Wanted, an Engagement as 
g Clerk by a Solicitor of ability and 
large ee in Conveyancing, C p hg and 
Company] Matters, and with a good knowledge of 
other branches; modertte terms and highest re- 
ferences. — Address, R. M., ‘Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 


OLICITOR (Scotch), with Double Quali- 
fication of Writer to the Signet and Scotch 94 
Agent, is desirous of obtaining Secre ship 
ora Biv in or near London or the South of En, Pana’ 
os ate Secretaryship or Estate Factorship ; o: 
g into arrangements with English Sol citor 
op the Samest of Scotch business.—Keply, J. G. 8., 
“Bolicitors’ Journal’’ Office. 


QOLICITOR’S PRAOTICE WANTED in 
London, City pretemed, with net profits of at 

t £1,000 a year; thorough investigation will be 
required.—Apply to ARTHUR G. KEUGH, Sacorporated | 
Accountant, 3, ris cinsstineteadee E.C. 














CLASSES 
NATIONS are taken per for two hours 


day 
h. GEO. F. HUGGINS (First in Fist 
Class Honours, Easter, 1880, and Winner of 
the Glement’s-inn Prize, and Birmingham Gold | 
Medal). Also Postal tion.—For particulars. 


Examinations, Vag hes ry-lane, W.C. p 

ba pd ym “eat il tout of 12 Final pupils 
passed and 2 Honours. In 1888, 105 out of 114 
Final pupils passed, and 26 of them obtained Honours. 
The First Prizeman in January and 6 wg in the 
Honours List were pupils, and 2 of t 5 Special 
Prizes for t the | year were won by pupils. 


M* UTTLEY, Solicitor, qrntionse je 
rapidl and successfully P. 

NDIDATES, orally and by ost. for the SOLI- 
CITORS’ and GAs PRE MINARY, INTER- 
MEDIATE, and FINAL, and LL.B. Examinations. 
Terms from £1 1s. per month. MANY PUPILS HAVE 
TAKEN Honovurs.—For further particulars, and 
co ies of ** Hints on Beephens Commentaries” and 

its ot. Criminal Law eae 17, Brazennose- 
street. Albert-square, Manchester 














court, Temple, Victoria Law Pri zeman, Middle | 
Temple Scholar, &c., Coaches Students privately an and 
in class for Solicitors’ Intermediate and Fi 
Bar Final; no pass; no fee. 


for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMI- | 
rsonally 


terms, &c., for Soveae. a ond Future | 


R. DAVID GRAHAM, LL.D., 1, Elm- 


REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


| & Lange Stock of Hossnd-hand Reperts end Tent- 
books always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 





HE E LAW of W of LIBEL in it in its : RELATION 
Am to the P- together with the Law of Libel 


endment Act, 1888, and all ites bear- 
e = the subject. By HUGH FRASER, M.A, 

“A neat and useful handbook.”—Law Quarterly 
Review. 


si t little volume will b 
found to eden all the. oformation which the hae 
World can seek for.”—Law Times. 

- in a form useful for immediate 


reference."—Law ournal. 


“We 





e nothing but praise for this scholarly 
«+ 





treatise” Court. 

“An little book, . . . The different 
poiots are dealt with in a remarkably clear and con- 
SEP eaRStay pet ater, it exponnde the I 

" ya! er, expo’ e law 
| eee Brevity es —Scotsman. 

mam repared epitome of the exis law 

| ot nonepaper Ss 9 pe 

th notes, and the notes are of 





TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for the present month contains 2,000 invest 
ments and can be had free. Particulars inserted without 


o— pro 
Auctioneer, 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 


— by private contract.—Mr. Sriuson, 
urveyor and Valuer, 3, New Kent-road, 8.E. 











SURVEYO LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANCERY LAN x, . pespenes to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and Leasehiol Properties by Auction on 
moderate wy be, t of Property and 


terms. 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 





M ESSBS. WOODS, » Auctionsess, 18, New- 
gate-street, have a Jarge connexion among 
Buyers of Ground-Rents. They have recently made 
several further Sales and have numerous Funds 
glad to hear from 
Solicitors and others wishing to sell by Private 
or aN also a rr buyer for a large 
secured on Weekly Bi: 


r SOLICITOR of ability and long ig experi 
ence as a Law Coach Reads with 

for Examination; Postal Preparation is poo ny = 

by corrigenda papers dictated to a Shorthand writer ; 

terms moderate.—Address, CoacH, 9, Fenchurch- 

street, London, E.C. 


(1488 ADVANCED (630 to £500) ata . day’ 8 
notice, to Householders resident in London or 
} a Home Counties, on Bill of Sale, repayable to suit 

the borrower’s convenience; no sureties or inquiry 
fees; Solicitors introducing’ = oust 2} per 
cent. commission.—. Ap W. HoLiinas- 
WworRTH, & Sons, 13, — Established at 
the same address 54 years. 


SH 
be, 
& E 











po LAW OLERKS AND OTHERS. 


Wanted, in the Town ‘Clerk's pepenes of the 

Bradford Corporation, an active and intelligent 
CLERK, not admitted or under articles. Salary, 

| £200 perannum, F 
familiar with municipal b 


imonials, and endorsed “* sLaw Cle rk- 


ship,’ t 
later than the 28th instant. 


charge. It is the recognized medium for selling or pur- | 


t+) toad sent to the TowN CLERK'S OFFICE not | Eo Established 1: 


little volume. e can con- 
fidently recommend it. . . It would be difficult 
to find a more bendy little friea at to the editor.”— 
New York Herald. 
“A very arta and conscientious piece of work.” 
or’ 


has done his work in a thor 


paio and practical manner. . . 3 

certaicly work wen a legal subject that 
wohareyabe’ the pleasure of reading ; th arrange- 
ment is logical and the style is lucid. si “Manchester 


aie he and carefally arranged 

















: eae Herald. 
og geet handbook.”—Manchester Examiner. 
* An admirable —Leeds Mercury. 
G. « ‘. Contains a great deal of information excel- 
lently put has the great advantage of com- 
v 
“ Mr, Fraser’s book isadmirable. . . . wm. . ~ 
it Sar enjoy a large circulation.” —Western 
“Asa handbo»k on the law of newspaper 
libel it affords, in te Pinlnee’ i and most convenient 
ty eoabal manual 
. sure to have a wide circu- 
omist, 
REEvss & TURNER, 100, Chancery-lane, London. 
Just published, royal 8vo, 38s. 
UDOR’S CHARITABLE TRUSTS. 
Third 
and W. IVIMEY CO Law. 
An well-arranged, and com- 
“plete work.” —Law Times. 


bining clearness with the easiness of velecence.*— — 
Sos ts Ad 
em a sure guide.” Courier. 
lation.” —North British Econ: 
Edition. By L. 8S. BRISTOWE, M.A., 
COOK, Barristers-at- 
The amount of antormation t in this book, 





| which is not to be found elsewhere, is so considerable 
| that Bristowe and Cook on Charities must become a 
| standard work.”—Solicitors’ Jouraal, 


Ranvas & TUnmme, 100, Chencery-lane, a 
we Carey-stree oe an 


| BooKs BOUGHT.—To Kxecutors, § s, Solici. 
al ey 


or ees 
also. value fr 


gi 
ror gagsooe tg ele. 


PRO 
Remo’ 


i 


London, £~ B.. nicode, 








THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 


Labor omnibus unus-—Geor: gicon, Lib, LV. 


ALEXANDER CROSSMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Orossman & 


Dovaras GartTH, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 


Henry Epwarp Grippers, Esq. (Messrs. Torr, Jane 


Bedford-row, W.C., and 19, Parliament-street, 


Joun ArtTuur I1irrs, Esq. (Messrs. Lliffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.0. 


The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable 


among themselves, to cnsure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 
Stationery work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom. 


After setting aside a reserve and a 6 per cent. pont, peapesentin’ cumulative dividend, 
olders and (0) Customers, 
Solicitors whose accounts amount to £100 per annum (less payments), until the 


the PROFITS are divided between (a) Shareh 


sw Gribble, & Oddie), 88, 





Prichard) Th DIRECTORS: 
r a 0) ; 
" * Lincoln’s-inn, 


RICHARD 


Solicitors, by co-operation 
whole residue. 





aud the 
bein ni before di 





olive: 
Price Lists > forwarded 
SHIRLEY, 12, New- court, 


former have received 12 per cent. ina 


In addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allo 
— supplies 


GaorGk EpwaRp Lam! Esq. (Messrs, Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square 


FRANK RowiBY PARKER, Messrs. & & Sharpe), 
SA powoourt, BaF W.c,, er Baleb ote Ww Westmins<er, 


PENN M Waine & 
1 wee w essts Oookson, wright, & Pennington), 


OO. 


after which such Customers take the 


as shewn in the Price List, 
on account and without requiring payments 


t-free on application to the Seoretary, W. H. 8, 


The Society does not give legal advice or transact any work which is required by law te be done by a 


duly-qualiiied Solicitor 
51 & 52, CAREY STREET, W.C.; 12, NEW COURT, CAREY STRERT, W.C.; anp 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C. 
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NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY 
(Instituted 1837). 
For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance on Lives. 
Orrice—63, OLD BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.O. 





DIRE 
i—A. P. HEYWOOD LOMEDALE, Esq. 
Biac, Epwakrp F., Es 
Ponsonby, The Hon. &. ©. Ww. 
ScaDDING, WALTER, E 





aq. 2, ERNEST 
Solicitors—Messrs. ILIFFE, HENLEY, & SWEET: Bedford-row. 


CTORS : 
eh W. GADESDEN, Esq. 


Esq. 


, Esq. 





Forms for submitting Proposals for Sale may be obtained at the Offices of the Company. 


G. A. RENDALL, Secretary. 








EGAL and GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
ANOE OFFICE, 
No. 10, Fleet-street, London, E.C. 
2and Febr » 1890. 

Notice is Hereby Given, that the ANNUAL 
MEETING of the SocrETy will be held at this Orricz 
on TUESDAY, the 11th Marca NExt, at Two o’clock. 

At such Meeting six vacancies in the Direction, 
then to be created by the retirement in rotation of 

xander Grant Meek, 
- William Henry 
.. Charles Reynolds ‘iliame, Esq., an 
iliem Wiliams Eeq., will be filled up. 

Two vacancies in the office of Auditor, caused by 
the retirement in ae. of John Skirrow Follett, 
Fea and Ken = A. 8. Parker, Eeq., will also 
filled wae su 


n et of the ‘intention of any person to | 
become or to pr opose, a Candidate for the office of | 


ctor or Auditor must be Jeft at the Office of the 
gan at least ten days before the holding of the 


The Directors and Auditors petting in rotation are | 


eligible for immediate re-election 
By eos “. oe Board 
eiton, 


Actuary, and Manager. 


ATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY | 


(LIMITED). 
Subpeibed Capital ... 


up ne 
Suen Fand 7° 
The present rates of interest allowed for deposits 
ave as follows—viz. : 
Three-and-three-quarters per cent. per annum at 


Four per cent. at seven and fourteen days’ notice. 
And for WiLtida Baxc at rates to be agreed upon. 
OCK. Manager. 
CHA ES H. HUTCHINS. Gub-Mapager. 
No. 25, Rae E.C., February 29th, 1890 


REVERSIONS. 


AW REVERSIONARY 
SOCIETY (Limited), 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuairnman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.0. 
Dzrvry-Cxairman—The Rt. Hon. Hen Cecil Raikes, M. P 
Reversions and Life Interests Pure: Sovdaged ed, Immediate | 
and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for Rever- 
sionary and Contingent Interests. 
may also be obtained on the security of Rever- | 





INTEREST 


sions. 
Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingeat, and 
also Endowments granted on favourable terms. 


Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further | 


information, may be had at the office. 
Cc. B. CLABON, Secretary. 


ORTGAGE IN: SURAN OE CORPORA- | 
TION (Limited), 
Winchester-house, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 

Mortgages and Debentures insured against loss. 
- Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


pio IX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomranp- 
STREET and a CHARING-cROsS, LONDON. 


8 hed 5 
Rates. ee 7 yr ‘ ee | 
arena “ a 

W. C. ee. and F., B. MAcpDONALD. 


LOSSES PAID OVER 
£17,000,000. 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. | 


Established 1836, 
Loxpos: 1, ee E.0, Axsuzpzey, 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME FUNDS (1888) :— 
Fire Premiums oo on oes eee £615.000 
Life Premiums ., oon ote vee . 203,-100 


Interest... a eee eee 14%, JOG 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS .., a, 











‘nv488,581,000 


ENERAL | 


PER CENT. REDEEMABLE STOCK. 
ISSUE OF £300,000. 


The CORPORATION of WEST BROMWICH are 
prepared to RECEIVE APPLICATIONS for the 
above Stock. Minimum price of issue, £97 per cent. 
Interest payable half-yearly on ist April and ist 
October. e Stock will be issued in sums of £10 
and upwards, being a multiple of £10, free of Stamp 
Duty and all charges. All transfers of Stock will be 
free of Stamp Duty. Under the Trust Investment 
Act, 1889, this Stock is an available investment for 
every Trustee who is not expreeny i forbidden by the 
instrument creating the Trust to invest in Corpora- 


Ws BROMWICH CORPORATION £3 


be tion Stock. Pome of spucation and any further 


| information will be supplied by the undersigned. 
WM. BUTTERWORTH, Registrar. 
Town Hall, West Bromwich, October, 1889, 


[MPERIAL FIRB INSURANCE COM- 





Estab FAN 1808, 
1, Old Broad-street, = r- oe > 
| subscribed Capital,’ ¢ #9, Plt: -up, £300,000 
| Total In weet Papin @ over £1,600,000. 


E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 





GUN FIRE OFFICE, London, E.0. Es- 
tablished 1710. The oldest purely Fire Office in 
the World. 
Home and Foreign ramen 
Law Courts oan 


| 
| 
. 


e, W.C., 
SOUSINS District ’ 
from whom an M4 oe + aoa Forms, ‘OB- 
— and all further information. 


OLICIES ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, 
ALBION CHAMBERS, BRISTOL 


| | BUYERS OF LIFE “POLICIES, REVERSIONS, 
| AND LIFE INTERESTS. 


Forms of proposal and all information may be had 
| at the Office. 8. YON, 





. 





| QIOLICITORS. — Roomy _ wr a fine 
| building in Chancery. 

annum ; hall ‘Porter and electric Tgnt— = BH a 
} lector’s ’ Office, 63, Chancery-lane, W.O. 


UPERIOR OFFICES in CHANOERY- 

LANE.—Two fine ates Rocms, suitable for 

a Solicitor; rent, as a@ year; hall porter and 

| electric light.— Ap ptr Office, 11, 12, South- 
ampton-buildings, Wo 


FFICES and CHAMBERS. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to 
| 4s at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, — ss. 
opposite the New Law Oourts). Also large, well- 
rnished for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.— 
| Apply to Messrs. C. A. Harrison & Co., Chartered 
| Accountants, on the premises. 


[Fors OFFIOES (SLATER) — 
only acknowl Establishment in the 
City of London (vide press) for Divorce and making 
secret — by_ Female and — Detectives. 
} No.0, "elon raphio Address 
egrap: - 
Fe yy SLATER, Manager, 27, Bashing! street, 
London, E.O. 
O TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and 
d Plate Purchased. ~ 
> ROSsKELL (late Storr & Mortimer) 
Buy, at full market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Plate, Jewell | wane is, Pearls, and other gems. 


} —Jewellers an: ersmiths to H.M. The Queen, 156, 
| New Bond-street, Ww, 


AL aero for PROBATE, &.— 

Messrs. WATHERSTON & SON "(Licensed 

12, Pall Mall East, 8.W., offer their services 

| to e Profession in the case of Gold, Silver, 
iJ Sewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 




















ir you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
._oo= » personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 





EDE AND SON, 


rope fet 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Lord Chancellor, the Wheias 
London, &6, 


To Her M 
. TY ch, Corporation of 


the Judicial 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRIS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Re Town Olerk 
i and Clerks of vg ered 


ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY G0 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
PROMPT & LIBERAL ADVANCES 


ARE MADE ON 





FREEHOLD ayn LEASEHOLD PROPERTY 
(Special Facilities to Purchasers for Occupation 


PROSPECTUS FREE. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIE 
ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, 
FREDERICK LONG, 
Manager and Secretary, | 





SEAL ENGRAVING, 


ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALI C, 


BOOK-PLATES IN MEDIZ VAL AND MO: 
STYLES DESIGNED AND EN GRAVED. 


THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.G, 
Telephone No, 2,730, 


x 


Seals for Companies Engraved and fitted to Pressen, | ; 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority at 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISE ‘ 
ea 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLE 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Age 

begs to direct the poy 3 = my of the Le 
Profession. to the advan of his long exes experien 
of upwards of forty years, in the special insertion 
all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits th 
continued support.—N.B. *Forms, Gratis, for St 
tory Notices to Creditors and Dissolutions of Partn 
ship, with necessary Declaration. Official stam 
for advertisements and file of “London G 
kept. By —_ 





'ABLISHED 1851. 
IRK » EOK mt AN K., 
SonthamptonN ry-lane. 
THREE CENT. TEREST”, allowed 
DEPOSITS, re repayable on demand. 
Bare I iT on OCURRE 
AGCOUNTS calculated on the minimum month 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 
a, undertakes for its Oustomers, free 
Writings, and oth 


e Custody of Deeds, 
Charge; the and Valuables; the ’ collection of Bills a 


Dividende, and Coupons; and the ch 
Shares, and Annuities, tters 


d. 
ACK, with full partion 


lars, post-free, on a) 
pose FRANC. 


licati E 
RAVENSOROFT, Manager. | 





WV ESS8s. JOHNSON & DYMOND b 
to announce that their Sales by Auction 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Ston 
&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesda; 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trus 
and others is called to this ready me 


for the disposal of Property of deceased and othe 


clients. 
In f the frequency of their s 

D. Mh csoenahied to include large or sm 

Sal rivate houses. 

Nhe gg og A Probate er. Terms on 


Messrs. J. 


ys, Thursdays) 


City yO F wy Rooms (establishet 


E.0. 


of Wearin 5) 
Goods, Household and Office e-T? ¢ 
Bedding. &c., are rea) held om each day of the 
excep’ ° 


USNISE 30 your HUOUSHS or AP4 
ws 





8T ° 
The oxtail. best, and most liberal. Suits ally 


bag ony | A.D. 1868 


Furnish direct from thi ue Manufacturer, from £10 # 


Cash prices. No oume ue charge for time » given. : 
wameE 





Vatalogues, 


F, MOED. 249, Peso, (EEE: f 
BB RO tor or HIRE ONLY, : 





e Whole of 
don, &c, « 


ARRISTERE 








